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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Wednesday, November 3, 1993

The House met at 12 noon.

Rabbi Arthur Lelyveld, senior rabbi
emeritus, Fairmount Temple, Cleve-
land, OH, offered the following prayer:

O Thou whom we address as did our
fathers, calling Rabenoshel Olam, Lord
of the Universe, our focus of ultimate
value and demand, we ask again the
question framed by the prophet 2,700
years ago: What is it, Lord, that Thou
dost require of us? Micah's ventured as-
surance was only to do justly, to love
mercy, and to walk with restraint be-
fore Thee.

If this is what is required of all, how
much more is demanded of the elected
Representatives of our Nation, caught
as they are by the stresses of political
division, public pressure, and legisla-
tive conflict and, yet, expected to be
exemplars of those moral ideals to
which our country has always pledged
loyalty?

In the scriptural history which we as-
sociate with Thy name, we learn that
this dilemma has ancient precedents.
Jethro, the Midianite father-in-law of
Moses, warned his son-in-law, the
Great Lawgiver himself, that he would
wear himself out were he to continue
to handle the responsibilities of leader-
ship alone.

“‘Hear me,” said Jethro, ‘‘surround
yourself with advisers and aides who
are truthworthy, God-fearing persons
of truth who hate corruption.”

Grant us, Lord, a portion of Jethro's
wisdom, that we may shape our public
life to reflect that truth and probity to
which we have always aspired, that we
may fill these sacred Halls with a pro-
found concern for social welfare, that
we may become models of true patri-
otic commitment for our children, our
successor generations, and that we
may set a standard for the nations of
the world as we continue to struggle to
conquer homelessness, hunger, and
lawlessness for the fulfillment of our
American vision, a vision of brother-
hood, justice, and peace. Amen.

May this be God's will.

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam-
ined the Journal of the last day's pro-
ceedings and announces to the House
his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman
from Arkansas [Mr. THORNTON] please

come forward and lead the House in the
Pledge of Allegiance.

Mr. THORNTON led the Pledge of Al-
legiance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which It stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

———

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Hallen, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate had passed with an
amendment in which the concurrence
of the House is requested, a bill of the
House of the following title:

H.R. 2202. An act to amend the Public
Health Service Act to revise and extend the
program of grants relating to preventive
health measures with respect to breast and
cervical cancer.

The message also announced that the
Senate insists upon its amendment to
the bill (H.R. 2202) entitled **An act to
amend the Public Health Service Act
to revise and extend the program of
grants relating to preventive health
measures with respect to breast and
cervical cancer,’’ requests a conference
with the House on the disagreeing
votes of the two Houses thereon, and
appoints Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. METZEN-
BAUM, Mr. SIMON, Mrs. KASSEBAUM, and
Mr. HATCH, to be the conferees on the
part of the Senate.

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed bills and a joint res-
olution of the following titles, in which
the concurrence of the House is re-
quested:

8. 479. An act to amend the Securities Act
of 1933 and the Investment Company Act of
1940 to promote capital formation for small
businesses and others through exempted of-
ferings under the Securities Act and through
investment pools that are excepted or ex-
empted from regulation under the Invest-
ment Company Act of 1940 and through busi-
ness development companies;

5. 843. An act to amend title 38, United
States Code, to Iimprove reemployment
rights and benefits of veterans and other
benefits of employment of certain members
of the uniformed services;

S. 1613. An act to amend the Three Affill-
ated Tribes and Standing Rock Sioux Tribe
Equitable Compensation Act; and

S.J. Res. 55, Joint resolution to designate
the periods commencing on November 28,
1993, and ending on December 4, 1993, and
commencing on November 27, 1994, and end-
ing on December 3, 1994, as “‘Natlonal Home
Care Week."

WELCOMING RABBI ARTHUR
LELYVELD TO WASHINGTON, DC,
AS GUEST CHAPLAIN

(Mr. STOKES asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Speaker, our guest
chaplain for today's proceedings is a
distinguished religious leader from my
congressional district, Rabbi Arthur J.
Lelyveld, who serves as senior rabbi
emeritus of Fairmount Temple in
Cleveland. I am proud that Rabbi
Lelyveld has been accorded this special
honor today and I rise to welcome him
to this Chamber. I want to take this
opportunity to share with my col-
leagues and the Nation some informa-
tion regarding this great individual.

For 28 years, Rabbi Lelyveld held the
post of senior rabbi of Fairmount Tem-
ple. He was named senior rabbi emeri-
tus in 1986. During his tenure, Rabbi
Lelyveld has demonstrated commit-
ment and devout leadership in service
to the congregation. His tireless efforts
have earned him the respect of his col-
leagues and admiration of the Cleve-
land community.

Mr. Speaker, Rabbi Lelyveld's leader-
ship on issues of importance to the
Jewish community is longstanding. He
is the founder and first president of the
Jewish Peace Fellowship. And, during
the early 1940's, it was Rabbi Lelyveld
who was one of the first to speak out
on the idea of a Jewish State. Rabbi
Lelyveld is the past national president
of the American Jewish Congress and
the American Jewish League for Israel.
In addition, he is the former national
director of the B'nai B'rith Hillel foun-
dations; the former executive director
of the Community for Unity for Pal-
estine; and the former executive vice-
chairman of the American-Israel Cul-
tural Foundation.

During his lifetime, Rabbi Lelyveld
has been equally committed to the
struggle for civil rights and social jus-
tice. In 1964, during the civil rights
movement sweeping the Nation, he
traveled with other clergy to Mis-
sissippi to serve as counselors to the
Commission on Race and Religion. Al-
though severely beaten, Rabbi Lelyveld
was unwavering in his determination
and belief that the battle could be won.
A year later, he was recognized by the
NAACP for distinguished service to the
organization and the cause of freedom.
Just recently, Rabbi Lelyveld was pre-
sented the Martin Luther King, Jr.
Award for Social Justice by the West-
ern Reserve Historical Society in
Cleveland.

O This symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g., 1407 is 2:07 p.m.
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Mr. Speaker, I am proud to note that
education continues to play a pivotal
role in the life of Rabbi Lelyveld. Stu-
dents throughout the Cleveland com-
munity and our State benefit greatly
from his expertise and insight. Cur-
rently, Rabbi Lelyveld serves as the
Bernard Rich Hollander lecturer in
Jewish thought at John Carroll Univer-
sity. He is also a senior teaching fellow
at the Cleveland College of Jewish
Studies, and a member of the advisory
board of the Pastoral Psychology Insti-
tute of Case Western Reserve Univer-
sity School of Medicine.

Previously, Rabbi Lelyveld held the
post of adjunct professor of religion at
Case Western Reserve University. He
has also served as a visiting scholar at
the Oxford Centre for Postgraduate He-
brew Studies in Oxford, England. I
should also reference the fact that
Rabbi Lelyveld is a respected author of
numerous books and articles on reli-
gious, social, and other issues. In 1985,
Fairmount Temple dedicated the Ar-
thur J. Lelyveld Center for Jewish
Learning, the largest synagogue li-
brary in the country. The center stands
in recognition of the leadership of this
great individual.

Mr. Speaker, during my tenure in the
Congress, I have enjoyed a deep and
longstanding friendship with Rabbi
Lelyveld and his family. I have also
been the beneficiary of his excellent
advice and counsel. He is an individual
whose commitment and dedication is
unsurpassed. I take great pride in wel-
coming Rabbi Lelyveld to the House
Chamber today, and I wish him well as
he continues on his mission.

CHANGE IS GOOD

(Mr. BALLENGER asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. BALLENGER. Mr. Speaker,
change is here and change is good.

The elections in Virginia, New York,
and New Jersey say one thing: The
Democrat vision of the future is not
shared by most voters.

Welfare statism no longer works.
Large tax increases no longer work.
Weak anticrime efforts no longer work.
The Democrat Party no longer works.
Mr. Speaker, change is here and change
is good.

A Republican won in New York for
the first time since 1964. Republicans
won in Virginia for the first time since
1979. And a Republican won in New Jer-
sey despite heavy odds.

Mr. Speaker, change is here and
change is good.

For the first time in modern history,
our two largest cities have Republican
mayors. For the first time in modern
history, Republicans have a fighting
chance in the Virginia legislature. And
for the first time in history, the major-
ity of voters have clearly rejected so
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completely the Democrat vision of the
future.

Mr. Speaker,
change is good.

change is here, and

PENTAGON MUST BE FORTHCOM-
ING ON USE OF CHEMICAL
AGENTS IN PERSIAN GULF

(Mr. MONTGOMERY asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker,
there is increasing concern, especially
among affected veterans, that chemical
weapons may have been used against
our forces in the Persian Gulf war.
Some veterans believe this is the rea-
son for the medical problems they are
having. They certainly have a right to
know, and I have today asked Armed
Services Committee Chairman RON
DELLUMS to conduct a hearing on this
matter.

The VA can provide these veterans
with medical treatment, but in order
for the treatment to be fully effective,
we must know the cause of their condi-
tions. The VA certainly cannot tell us
if chemical agents were used in the
war. If the Pentagon has any informa-
tion, it should release it immediately.

VA is offering medical evaluations to
veterans who are worried about pos-
sible exposure to chemicals or environ-
mental hazards in the Persian Gulf.
Any Persian Gulf veteran can also re-
quest to be placed on a registry. This
data base will enable VA to locate
these veterans as scientific and medi-
cal answers emerge.

The House has passed legislation that
would give these veterans priority hos-
pital, outpatient, and nursing home
care.

I want to commend Secretary of Vet-
erans Affairs Jesse Brown for his ini-
tiative in establishing a pilot program
to test certain Persian Gulf veterans
for exposure to chemical agents, not-
withstanding the fact that the Penta-
gon has not confirmed their use in the
war with Iraq.

VA, along with DOD, has entered into
a contract with the National Academy
of Sciences for an independent review
of health effects from military service
in the Persian Gulf. In addition, the
House version of the Defense authoriza-
tion bill now in conference contains a
provision that would establish a special
research unit to study sensitivity to
low levels of chemical exposure.

We will continue to respond to the
health care concerns of Persian Gulf
veterans. However, if this response is
to be adequate, the Defense Depart-
ment must tell us whether chemical
weapons were used against our troops.
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COORDINATE TO EDUCATE

(Ms. WOOLSEY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
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minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, today I
am introducing a bill, coordinate to
educate, a bill which will help schools
join with local health and social serv-
ice agencies to establish coordinated
service programs for children and their
families.

Mr. Speaker, we can have the best
schools in the world, with high-level
curriculum and the latest technologies.
We already do have the best teachers in
the world. But, Mr. Speaker, children
who are hungry, who are abused, who
are sick, who are spending long hours
before and after school, alone and pos-
sibly frightened, cannot learn even
from the most enthusiastic and quali-
fied teachers. Mr. Speaker, teachers
who spend most of their time trying to
take care of the problems their stu-
dents bring with them to school cannot
teach even with the best curriculum.

Coordinate to educate makes prac-
tical sense because schools are the one
place in communities where all chil-
dren come and their families assemble.
It makes economic sense, because it
coordinates services, reduces duplica-
tion, and substitutes prevention for ex-
pensive crisis intervention. Above all,
Mr. Speaker, coordinate to educate
makes good education sense, because it
allows schools to be schools, teachers
to teach, and most important, students
to learn.

CRIME AND TAXES

(Ms. PRYCE of Ohio asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, it
is often said that there are only two
certainties in life: death and taxes. The
election yesterday sent a little dif-
ferent message: If you are soft on crime
and in favor of higher taxes, political
death is a certainty.

Democrats Florio, Dinkins, and
Terry found this out the hard way.
Crime and taxes played a critical role
in each of their losses yesterday.

Jim Florio levied the largest tax in-
crease in New Jersey history. The peo-
ple of New Jersey neither forgave nor
forgot.

David Dinkins did nothing to stem
lawlessness and crime in New York
City. He is now the ex-mayor of New
York.

And Mary Sue Terry did nothing to
convince the voters that she would not
raise taxes or could effectively fight
crime. She lost by a wide margin.

The Democrat view on crime and
taxes was conclusively rejected yester-
day by the American people. Let us
hope Washington finally gets the mes-
sage.
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NATIONAL HEALTH CARE REFORM:
A BENEFIT, NOT AN UNDUE BUR-
DEN

(Mr. BLACKWELL asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. BLACKWELL. Mr. Speaker, na-
tional health care reform can be a ben-
efit for everyone, but it must not be a
burden for anyone.

While I believe the President de-
serves the support of Congress, without
regard to party or politics, I also be-
lieve we have an obligation to work
with the President in shaping and per-
fecting a health care system.

The President’'s plan seeks, among
other things, to control costs. I have
doubts, however, that we can achieve
cost controls without price controls.

The American people will not support
this legislation if they are forced to
pay more for less. Small business will
not survive this legislation if the num-
bers are accurate fantasy as Senator
MOYNIHAN has suggested.

QOur job, therefore, is to ask the
tough questions, to help the President
in the search for the right answers. Are
the price controls on insurance enough,
when we have spiraling prices through-
out the health care delivery system?
Will the spending caps that are a part
of this proposal affect the quality of
care and even the promise of care for
all? What is being done to eliminate
the disparities in health care?

With the right answers to these and
other important questions, national
health care reform can be of benefit to
all of America, without being an undue
burden to any of America.

REFORM IS ON THE WAY

(Mr. DOOLITTLE asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Mr. Speaker, yes-
terday voters across America left a
short message for liberal Democrats:
“You're fired." President Clinton, call
your answering service.

Mr. Speaker, the reform train has
now steamed through New York, New
Jersey, and Virginia, replacing liberal
Democrat politicians with Republican
reformers. Yesterday the supporters
spoke loudly and clearly against high
taxes, big government, and the failed
social agenda of liberal Democrats.

President Clinton lost big yesterday.
Most Americans do not share his phi-
losophy or world view. They certainly
do not want socialized medicine, with
its lack of patient choice, with its high
taxes, and with its new government bu-
reaucracy.

Mr. Speaker, reform is on the way.
Yesterday's elections confirm it.
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WITH NAFTA, PROSPECTS FOR
THE AMERICAN WORKER WILL
NOT BE ROSY

(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker,
former President Nixon is for NAFTA,
Ford is for NAFTA, Carter is for
NAFTA, Reagan is for NAFTA, Bush is
for NAFTA, and now President Clinton
is for NAFTA. This high-powered line-
up says it all. On trade, Mr. Speaker,
there is now no difference between the
Democrat and Republican Parties. Sad
day, sad day.

Mr. Speaker, I make two predictions:
No. 1, NAFTA will produce a national
worker strike; No. 2, NAFTA will
produce a major third political party
by the turn of the century, and the
Democrats and Republicans have
earned it.

The truth is, when you hold NAFTA
to your nosey, it doesn't smell too, too
rosy for the American worker.

| ————

HEALTH CARE REFORM MUST NOT
BE ANOTHER UNFUNDED MAN-
DATE

(Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend her remarks.)

Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas. Mr. Speak-
er, last Wednesday, the day President
Clinton delivered his health care plan
to Congress, was National Unfunded
Mandates Day. As details of the Presi-
dent’s health care proposal are evalu-
ated, we find the day was celebrated in
quite the wrong way by the Adminis-
tration.

Under the proposal, State and local
governments will be required to pro-
vide a guaranteed benefit package to
all employees not later than 1998. How-
ever, their health care contributions
will not be capped at 7.9 percent of pay-
roll until 2002, at the earliest, unlike
all other employers. This leaves State
and local government with at least 4
years of drastic uncertainty over the
health care costs.

The administration estimates the
Federal Government will save $20 bil-
lion by refusing to assist State and
local governments until the year 2002.
Well, taxpayers are not going to rejoice
at this Federal brilliance when their
local taxes go up to pay for yet another
unfunded mandate.

The Fiscal Accountability and Inter-
governmental Reform [FAIR] Act,
which I cosponsored along with 198 of
my colleagues, would require Congress
to assess the full cost of Federal man-
dates before they are implemented.
This bill should be enacted, but in the
absence of a requirement, I believe we
must apply the same logic to health
care reform. Let us not impose another
unfunded mandate.
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CALLING ON THE ADMINISTRA-
TION TO INSIST ON RELEASE OF
PRISONERS OF CONSCIENCE IN
LEBANON

(Mr. LANTOS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, members
of the Christian community of Lebanon
continue to be persecuted, abducted,
unlawfully detained, and held incom-
municado by the Syrian authorities
and the puppets installed by them in
Beirut. This outrage must not be al-
lowed to continue.

In the past, Lebanese Christians, ab-
ducted under similar circumstances,
were severely beaten and systemati-
cally tortured by having their heads
immersed in water and by being given
potent electric shocks.
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I am calling on President Clinton and
Secretary of State Christopher respect-
fully and urgently to communicate im-
mediately with both the Syrian regime
and the authorities installed by them
in Beirut to release promptly and un-
conditionally those Lebanese Chris-
tians who currently are held as pris-
oners of conscience for the peaceful ex-
pression of political beliefs. I am call-
ing on all of my colleagues across the
political spectrum to join me in de-
nouncing this unacceptable violation
of fundamental human rights.

THE BENEFITS OF NAFTA

(Mr. RAMSTAD asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. RAMSTAD. Mr. Speaker, I want
to applaud President Clinton’s commit-
ment to work in a bipartisan way to
pass NAFTA. He might have been a few
months late, but hopefully he will not
be a few votes short on November 17.

The President clearly understands
the export growth and jobs that
NAFTA will yield, and the bottom line
in NAFTA is jobs.

NAFTA will increase the number of
consumers for U.S.-made products, ex-
pand our economy and create American
jobs.

Over 300 renowned American econo-
mists, including seven Noble laureate
economists, have expressed their
strong support for NAFTA. Usually
economists do not agree on what kind
of a day i. is outside, let alone a major
document of this sort.

The New York Times said, ‘“Anytime
economists of every stripe can agree on
something, it's noteworthy."”

Every President, as our colleague
from Ohio has so well expressed, sup-
ports NAFTA.

I urge all of us to put interest group
politics, put partisan politics aside. Do
what is right for jobs, for the economy,
and support NAFTA.
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UNIVERSAL COVERAGE AND LONG-
TERM CARE

(Mr. HASTINGS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. HASTINGS. Mr. Speaker, it is
now our turn to sort out the details of
health care and begin working toward
a consensus. We need to provide all
Americans with a better system of
care.

I ask that we consider a plan that of-
fers two elements that are absolute ne-
cessities: Universal coverage and long-
term care.

The Clinton plan will provide access
and security for all Americans. The
Health Security Card will provide all
people with the protection, safety, and
portability of insurance even if they
move, change or lose their employ-
ment. People will rest easier knowing
they have comprehensive benefits that
can never be taken away.

Second, we need to guarantee to our
elderly people and those with severe
disabilities that they will have long-
term care coverage. Families all too
often exhaust their savings in order to
pay for needed care and then to qualify
for public assistance. The Clinton plan
will expand home and community-
based services to individuals with se-
vere disabilities without regard to in-
come or age. The fact is, people prefer
to stay at home, and more often then
not, staying at home with community-
based care is a fine way to cut costs
and provide a more pleasant setting for
the patient.

Mr. Speaker, I encourage my col-
leagues to work together on these crit-
ical issues. We cannot let people wait
any longer.

MAKE ENGLISH OUR OFFICIAL
LANGUAGE

(Mr. ROTH asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. ROTH. Mr. Speaker, the early re-
sults are in. Not only in New Jersey
and Virginia, but all over America. The
question: Should Congress make Eng-
lish our official language?

USA Today recently asked readers if
English should be our official language.
They presented both sides of the issue
and asked Americans to call with their
views. USA Today received their larg-
est response ever—over 45000 re-
sponses.

More than 43,700 said yes, make Eng-
lish our official language. That is 97
percent of the people responding.

We Americans are people from every
corner of the globe, from every ethnic,
religious and geographical background,
yet we are one people, one nation,
Why? Because we have a wonderful
commonality called the English lan-
guage. We are losing that bond. We
must correct this.
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My bill, H.R. 739, is the vehicle to
make English our official language. I
encourage my colleagues to get in step
with the American people, to sign onto
my bill and let us do something for this
country. Join me and 97 percent of the
American people and make English our
official language.

NAFTA NOT IN BEST INTEREST OF
AMERICAN PEOPLE

(Mr. ROEMER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Speaker, we have
a very important vote coming up on
November 17 on NAFTA. In carefully
evaluating how this proposal would af-
fect American and Mexican people I
looked at jobs and wages here in the
United States. I evaluated the effects
on the environment, the effect of a new
practice of managed trade rather than
simply looking at the practice of free
trade, and the vision of relations with
Mexico, and decided that this particu-
lar treaty is not in the best interests of
the American people at this particular
time.

Today as we evaluate the implement-
ing legislation I think another factor
should be evaluated by my colleagues,
and that is the cost, and how do we pay
for these new roads and bridges which
Secretary Brown has said might cost
§15 billion? How do we pay for a new
interdevelopmental bank costing $2 bil-
lion? How do we pay for the cleanup
costs?

I encourage my colleagues that the
bottom line is we cannot afford this
particular NAFTA at this time.

———

ELECTION RESULTS SHOW
AMERICANS SUPPORT NAFTA

(Mr. KOLBE asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, the politi-
cal commentators who read the tea
leaves are looking hard at yesterday's
election to find meaning for the debate
that is about begin in Congress on the
North American Free-Trade Agree-
ment.

The message is that the voters still
want change—more of it, and faster.
NAFTA is about change. The status
quo is to do nothing.

Governor Florio campaigned vigor-
ously against NAFTA. The big three
Democrats who lost yesterday—Florio,
Terry, and Dinkins—were all strongly
supported by organized labor, and la-
bor’s opposition to NAFTA is no secret.

So, any Member of Congress who
thinks they are going to find solace for
a ‘‘no” vote on NAFTA in yesterday’s
elections had better look again. The
message is clear: The American people
want jobs and economic improvement.
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NAFTA is a tax reduction on our
products which are sold in Mexico. It is
the only pro-growth, economic initia-
tive in this session of Congress. That is
what Americans want, and that is why
Members who want to vote for change
will vote for NAFTA.

THE SPENDING ADDICTION

(Mr. GOSS asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, you do not
need to read anyone's diary to know
the Democratic leadership in Congress
is addicted to spending.

Recent newspaper accounts that
Speaker FOLEY seeks to short circuit
the carefully crafted bipartisan plant
to cut more than $100 billion in spend-
ing over the next 5 years remind me of
shopaholics who declare they just have
to keep buying because all of those
neat things are for sale, and Uncle Sam
will pay the bills.

Uncle Sam is looking at an annual
deficit of over $250 billion, and accumu-
lated debt heading toward $6 trillion.
Speaker FOLEY says we have done
enough deficit reduction; never mind.
We need to recycle savings from old
programs to brand new ones, the
Speaker says.

This is a rare inside view of why Con-
gress is incapable of reducing the defi-
cit. The liberal leadership looks at sav-
ings as a license to spend.

When will the liberal Democratic
leadership kick their spending habit?
Never.

What is the answer? Ask the voters
in New Jersey. I call it the Florio fac-
tor.
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APPROVE NAFTA: LET US GET
OUR COUNTRY ON THE MOVE
AGAIN

(Mr. THORNTON asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. THORNTON. Mr. Speaker, our
Nation is in economic trouble, because
we have not moved boldly to compete
with Europe and Japan.

We have tried just to hang on to what
we have, rather than build for the fu-
ture.

We need to invest in our future—im-
prove education, rebuild our infrastruc-
ture, harness our inventive genius to
the marketplace, and provide more and
better jobs through a strong and vi-
brant economy.

I have called this approach a Mar-
shall plan for America.

But we cannot do that by building a
wall around our country.

I have decided to support NAFTA, be-
cause Arkansas people will benefit
from new jobs and markets.
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Also, Mr. Speaker, more than a mil-
lion undocumented workers were ar-
rested and jailed just last year for try-
ing to enter this country illegally.

Our Nation will benefit from reduc-
ing the number of illegal immigrants
who flood our jails and compete for our
jobs and public services.

NAFTA can be the challenge we need
to reverse our slide toward fear and
self-doubt.

We have the resources to compete
and win.

Let us get our country on the move
again.

CHILD PORNOGRAPHERS
PROTECTED BY FEDERAL ACTION

(Mr. LEWIS of Florida asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. LEWIS of Florida. Mr. Speaker, I
rise to express my bitterness toward
the administration’s recent actions to
create a new class of federally pro-
tected child pornographers and to sup-
port the bill of the gentleman from
New Jersey [Mr. SMITH] to reverse this
decision.

The Justice Department recently ar-
gued to the Supreme Court that porno-
graphic videos of 10-year-old girls were
legal, just as long as the girls are
somewhat clothed.

No matter where the camera focuses,
and for how long.

As a direct result, a convicted child
pornographer will probably go free.

Who knows how many children will
now be legally abused, thanks to Attor-
ney General Reno, who said protecting
children was her first priority.

This administration wants part of
every aspect of our kids' lives—from
health care to day care—even as they
make it easier for perverts to abuse
them.

If you hear the administration say
they care about kids, do not believe it.

Sorrowfully, it appears they care
more about the perverts.

THE LIFER BILL: THREE STRIKES
AND YOU'RE IN FOR LIFE

(Mr. LIVINGSTON asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker,
Washington State yesterday voted on
an anticrime referendum. The results
were overwhelming: ‘‘Three strikes and
you're out’ won, three to one.

Let me explain. Washington State's
voters had a proposal before them
which would guarantee that anyone
convicted of a third violent felony
would receive automatic life in pris-
on—no ifs, and, or buts. They approved
the measure by a 3-to-1 margin, 76 per-
cent to 24 percent.

I have pending in the House a bill
which would do the same thing for a
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Federal violent felony. A third violent
felony conviction, if it breaks Federal
law, would guarantee life imprison-
ment. I call it the Lifer bill. It already
has drawn support from three national
anticrime and victim’s rights groups,
and from two nationally syndicated
columnists. And voters across the
country will understand it and support
it just as strongly as did the voters of
Washington State.

So let us pass my Lifer bill. With re-
peat violent criminals, we should lock
the door and throw away the key.

The foolish bills on our agenda today
are a worthless waste of money and
time. The Lifer bill will hit the real
criminals and get them off the street.

Mr. Speaker, I invite Members to
cosign my Lifer bill.

J.F.K. SUPPORT NAFTA? NOTHING
COULD BE FURTHER FROM THE
TRUTH

(Ms. KAPTUR asked and was given
permission to address the House and to
revise and extend her remarks.)

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, today I
would like to set the historical record
straight. Last week, President Clinton
rededicated the John F. Kennedy Li-
brary in Massachusetts and implied
that John Kennedy would have en-
dorsed NAFTA, the flawed, proposed
trade agreement between the United
States and Mexico and Canada. Noth-
ing could be further from the truth.

Let me read, in John Kennedy's own
words, his vision for a partnership with
our Latin American neighbors:

We must not forget that our Alliance for
Progress—

What he called his vision—

is more than a doctrine of development—a
blueprint of economic advance. Rather it is
an expression of the noblest goals of our so-
clety. It says that want and despair need not
be the lot of free men. It says that materlal
progress is meaningless without individual
freedom and political liberty. It is a doctrine
of the freedom of man in the most spacious
sense of that freedom.

As the NAFTA debate ensues, let us
hold our continent to no less a vision,
and use our power to achieve growth of
democracy in Mexico and in Latin
America.

REPEAL THE CLINTON TAX
INCREASE NOW

(Mr. GRAMS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GRAMS. Mr. Speaker, the politi-
cal firestorm that started earlier this
year in Los Angeles, Arkansas, Texas,
and Jersey City has now spread to New
York City, New Jersey, and Virginia.

From coast to coast, the American
people have repudiated the Clinton tax
increase, thrown out tax and spend
Democrats, and elected fiscally respon-
sible Republicans to take their place.
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Well, my Democrat colleagues, if you
voted for the record Clinton tax in-
crease, guess what, you could be next.

But, if you want to avoid the wrath
of the voters next year, there is still
time. Do the right thing and join with
Republicans and let us repeal the Clin-
ton tax increase.

That might not only give you a
chance to save your job, but it might
save the jobs of millions of working
Americans as well.

Mr. Speaker, if Republicans can win
in New York City, yes, if we can win
there, we can win anywhere.

It is up to you my colleagues, if you
want to save yourselves. If you want
American jobs, join us Republicans in
doing the right thing.

Let us repeal the Clinton tax in-
crease now.

CLINTON PLAN PROVIDES HEALTH
CARE SECURITY FOR ALL AMER-
ICANS

(Mrs. MEEK asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Mrs. MEEK. Mr. Speaker, President
Clinton made a promise to the Amer-
ican people that he would provide uni-
versal health care; that people would
not have to live with the fear of losing
health insurance if they changed jobs,
became unemployed, or simply became
too expensive to insure because of a
health condition.

President Clinton has delivered on
his promise to develop such a plan, and
now it is our turn to deliver. Let us not
get bogged down in the nitpicking from
special interests that seek only to pre-
serve their share of income from a bro-
ken health care system.

Americans want health security.
They want to eliminate wasteful spend-
ing in the health sector. They want to
get rid of the complexities and confu-
sion of filling out multiple insurance
forms. They want high quality in
health care, and they want choice. The
Clinton plan provides all this, along
with a challenge to all Americans to
take some responsibility for contribut-
ing to their own health care.

There may be ways to make the plan
better, but we cannot afford to get cold
feet about making the fundamental
changes this plan calls for. We have al-
ready waited too long. It has been
nearly 50 years since Harry Truman be-
came President, and it is about time
we followed through on his proposal to
provide health security for all Ameri-
cans.

REPUBLICANS HELPED BY CLIN-
TON RECORD ON TAXES, BIG
GOVERNMENT
(Mr. WELDON asked and was given

permission to address the House for 1

minute and to revise and extend his re-

marks.)
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Mr. WELDON. Mr. Speaker, the
Democrats may have fooled the Amer-
ican people in 1992, but the voters
wised up in 1993. The tax and spend
Clinton-Gore Democrats went down to
defeat in Virginia, New York, New Jer-
sey, and Pennsylvania. Big-government
Democrats went down to defeat, and
progressive Republicans swept to vie-
tory.

Last night's Republican landslide
was only the latest in a long line of
GOP victories in the Clinton era: A
Senate runoff in Georgia, a Senate spe-
cial election in Texas, the mayors’
races in Los Angeles, Jersey City, West
Chester, and Norristown, and the Lieu-
tenant Governor's race in Arkansas.
Even in the heyday of the Reagan revo-
lution, the GOP has never experienced
such an uninterrupted string of vic-
tories.

Indeed, Bill Clinton’'s tax and spend
liberalism has completed the rejuvena-
tion of the Republican Party. From the
rural south to the urban inner-city,
voters are rejecting the big-Govern-
ment prescriptions of Bill Clinton and
his Democrat comrades.

Today I have sent a letter to Haley
Barbour, the chairman of the Repub-
lican National Committee, urging him
to give credit where credit is due, and
make Bill Clinton an honorary cochair-
man of the RNC.

After all, no one has done more to
elect Republican candidates than the
man from Hope. I would urge him also
to schedule a series of high-profile
fundraisers for Democrat House and
Senate candidates. If President Clinton
campaigns for enough Democrats in
1994, the Republicans may even take
control of the Congress.
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WE NEED A JUVENILE FIREARM
BAN

(Mr. SKAGGS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Speaker, this Hal-
loween, in Denver, CO, an 18-year-old
named Carl Banks was taking his
younger brothers and sisters trick-or-
treating. Carl never made it home that
night—he was shot and is dead. A 13-
year-old was arrested the next day.
These senseless killings have got to
stop—we must get guns out of the
hands of these kids.

Colorado recently took an important
first step with passage of a juvenile
handgun control bill.

Today, I am taking this idea two cru-
cial steps further with the introduction
of a bill to impose a national juvenile
firearm ban. This is a national ban.
And, yes, that is all firearms, not just
handguns. If we are going to restrict
kids' access to .38's as some propose,
why would we not also restrict their
access to Uzis?
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My bill will not interfere with hunt-
ing and other sporting activities, but it
will give law enforcement officers part
of what they need to get guns off the
streets and to lock up those who make
money off the blood of our children—
the ones who are selling guns to them.

As a Nation, we have so far failed to
stem the growing tide of children kill-
ing children with guns—paralyzed by a
lobby that demagogues against reason-
able restrictions on firearms. I am will-
ing to stand up to the gun lobby. And
I think America is, too.

It is time to limit kids' access to
guns. I urge my colleagues to join me
and the nearly two dozen original co-
sponsors of this bill. Too many parents
have already buried their children.

A TIDAL WAVE

(Mr. HEFLEY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Speaker, Mary Sue
Terry, the losing Democratic nominee
for the Virginia Governor’s race, said
in her concession speech yesterday,
‘“We must recognize we have a tidal
wave of change that has swept across
Virginia."' She is right, but it is not
Virginia. It is a tidal wave sweeping
across the continent.

It is a tidal wave of dissatisfaction
with the status quo, with higher taxes,
with more crime, and with bigger gov-
ernment. It is a rejection of the Demo-
crat vision of the future.

From Los Angeles, where a Repub-
lican won the mayor's race for the first
time in memory, to Texas, where a Re-
publican won even the so-called yellow-
dog districts in a Senate race, from
Jersey City to New York, long bastions
of democratic power, from Arkansas,
the home State of the President, to
Virginia, which has not had a Repub-
lican Governor in more than 10 years,
the people have spoken.

And what they have said cannot be
comforting to the Democrat power-bro-
kers on Capitol Hill.

Mr. Speaker, a tidal wave is coming
to the Congress, and I must say, it is
about time.

NAFTA IS DISASTA

(Mr. FILNER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, in 2
weeks, this House is scheduled to vote
on NAFTA. As we all know, this criti-
cal vote will affect America's economy
for years to come.

Proponents of the accord say it will
bring prosperity and growth to our
country, especially to communities
along the Mexican border. But as a
Congressman who represents San
Diego, CA—the biggest city on the bor-
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der—I can tell you firsthand that
NAFTA is a bad deal for the working
people on both sides of the border.

My constituents have decades of ex-
perience and intimate contact with the
Mexican people. We know our economic
future lies with closer ties to Mexico—
but this NAFTA will put unbearable
pressure on our infrastructure, in-
crease the burdens of illegal immigra-
tion, and cost us thousands of jobs.

Today—and every day—50 million
gallons of raw sewage flow through my
district from Tijuana. With NAFTA, we
see that getting twice as bad.

Today, and every day several thou-
sand immigrants cross illegally
through my district. With NAFTA, we
see that getting twice as bad.

We have lost thousands of sheet
metal fabrication, furniture manufac-
turing, auto parts production, and car-
pentry jobs to Mexico. With NAFTA,
we see that process accelerating.

San Diego—and this Nation—simply
cannot afford this NAFTA.

A MESSAGE FROM THE VOTERS

(Mr. BOEHNER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Speaker, the
votes are in. They have been counted.
Once again the American people have
spoken. Voters in New York, New Jer-
sey, Virginia, and even Dayton, OH,
have rejected higher taxes, bigger gov-
ernment, and they also want criminals
in jail.

Yesterday's message was just the
same message that we have heard ear-
lier this year when voters in Los Ange-
les, in Arkansas, and in Texas sent the
same message to this Congress.

Mr, Speaker and my colleagues, it is
time for us to listen. It is time to stop
raising taxes. It is time to quit enlarg-
ing government, and it is time to put
criminals in jail and leave them there.

It is also time to pass a crime bill
and to cut spending.

And while we are at it, let us take
the Clinton health care bill and put it
on the shelf, because it is the epitome
of what the American people do not
want, higher taxes, bigger government,
and the socialization of American
health care.

SKUNK SMELL NOT SWEETENED
WITH SKUNK JUICE

(Mr. APPLEGATE asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)

Mr. APPLEGATE. Mr. Speaker, you
cannot sweeten the smell of a skunk
with skunk juice, but that is exactly
what the supporters of the North
American Free-Trade Agreement are
trying to do. They want to promise
jobs, and yet they have a program in
there to retrain workers.
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Who is kidding whom?

There is going to be more unemploy-
ment compensation, more welfare, and,
my friends, there are going to be more
taxes in order to implement this. Is
this what the American worker wants?
Is this what the American worker
needs?

We need to trade with Mexico, but
America must not be brought down to
their standards.

In America we always say if you are
going to succeed, you have got to earn
it. It must not be given to you. If Mex-
ico wants free access, then by God,
they have got to earn it.

NAFTA is not good for America and
is not good for the American worker.

ASK YOUR KIDS ABOUT NAFTA

(Mr. KNOLLENBERG asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Mr. Speaker, I
want to share with you an interesting
passage I found the other day while re-
searching NAFTA, and I quote:

The cheap forelgn labor argument for pro-
tection has been the most popular of all in
American history. It is gauged to appeal to
workers. According to its usual version, “'If
we let in goods produced by cheap foreign
labor—by Chinese textile workers or by low-
paid Korean electronics workers—then the
higher standard of living of American work-
ers cannot be maintained.” This argument is
incorrect.

High American real wages come from high
efficlency, not from tariff protection. Such
high wages, the result of productivity, do not
handicap us in competing with foreign work-
ers.

Pretty controversial stuff.

Where did I find this pro-NAFTA
propaganda? In an Economics 101 text-
book, presently being used by colleges
all over the country.

I challenge the Members of this body:
If you are undecided or confused about
NAFTA and its effects on our econ-
omy—just ask your kids.

THE IMPACT OF NAFTA

(Mr. INSLEE asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. INSLEE. Mr. Speaker, when I
consider what impact the North Amer-
ican Free-Trade Agreement will have
on democracy and peace in our coun-
try, I respect Members of Congress, but
I would like to hear from people who
have won the Nobel Peace Prize. And
what do they say?

Take Nobel Peace Prize winner Oscar
Arias Sanchez, former President of
Costa Rica. He asks us this question:
How can a country that has so long
championed freedom now show signs of
fearing it?

Well, I say we should never fear free-
dom.

69-050  0—97 Vol. 139 (Pt 19) 11

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

Mr. Sanchez says that we have got to
recognize in the last few years Latin
America has made progress in reducing
fiscal deficits and managing their mon-
etary systems to control inflation.

He then goes on to say, and this is a
point I think we have lost:

In Latin America in the last five or six
years, we have been doing the homework
that your country has recommended. There
is progress.

He recognizes that just as we made
progress, the country that used to not
let women vote, we have made
progress, and Mexico is going to make
progress. That is the same reason
Jimmy Carter supports this package.

Mr. Speaker, I heard another speaker
suggest that former President John F.
Kennedy would not have voted for this
pact. I do not think any Member of
Congress truly knows the answer to
this question, but I know this. John F.
Kennedy would have voted for what he
believed was right for America, and if
enough people stand up and have cour-
age instead of ducking the tough politi-
cal vote, we can pass this treaty.

CONGRESS NEEDS TO GET
SERIOUS ABOUT CRIME

(Mr. STEARNS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, in the
elections across the country yesterday,
the American people sent us one clear,
unmistakable message—the epidemic
of violent crime that is gripping this
Nation must stop.

Americans want violent criminals ap-
prehended, convicted, and incarcerated
to serve full sentences. However, we in
Washington have not provided the lead-
ership that State and local commu-
nities need to win this war. A full year
after his election, President Clinton
still has not sent Congress a crime bill.
While I applaud the efforts of those in
Congress who are working hard on this
issue, it demands Presidential leader-
ship.

No one has all the answers for the
fight against crime, but Congress needs
to move this issue to the top of its
agenda, provide full funding to our
Federal law enforcement arms, adopt
stricter sentencing requirements for
violent criminals, and ease the burden
of prison overcrowding in the States by
establishing the regional prison system
proposed by my colleague from Flor-
ida, Mr. McCoLLUM. And, we must de-
mand that the President give the crime
crisis in this Nation his fullest atten-
tion.

If you were listening to the American
people last night, that is the message
they sent loud and clear.
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WHY I SUPPORT NAFTA

(Mrs. SCHROEDER asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, I
think this NAFTA vote is very, very
important, and I hope everybody ends
up voting for it. Let me tell my col-
leagues why.

The choice is not between NAFTA
and nirvana. The choice is between
NAFTA and what we have now, and I
say to my colleagues, **So, if you think
we should change what we have now,
then you better be pro-NAFTA."”

Nobody can say that NAFTA is per-
fect, but NAFTA will lower the tariff
barriers, and the tariff barriers be-
tween Mexico and the United States,
the tariff barriers Mexico has against
our goods, are 2%2 times higher than
the ones we have against theirs. I
think that is good. Let us lower them.

I say to my colleagues, “If you like
what's going on with illegal immigra-
tion, then you should vote ‘no' on
NAFTA." I do not. I think it is very
important for people to have hope in
Mexico.

I think we also know that creating
jobs in America attached to exports
give us much higher quality jobs and
the kind of things that sustain our
middle class. We have a great environ-
mental agreement that is just unbe-
lievable, and that, to me, says, '‘Vote
yes. That's the only choice we have if
you want change.”

YESTERDAY'S ELECTION

(Mr. EWING asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. EWING. Mr. Speaker, yesterday
was election day in many cities and
States across the Union. Across the
country people rejected the current ad-
ministration’s vision of the future.
They rejected big government, big
taxes, and the liberal views on crime.
Now from Los Angeles to New York,
Virginia to Arkansas, Jersey City to
Massachusetts, the country has decided
that the welfare state and tax and
spend does not work any longer.

Mr. Speaker, let this day remind the
American people and those of us who
seek and hold office that the power to
change the direction of this country
rests in their hands, the people’s hands,
and with their votes. Let this day re-
mind all of us and President Clinton
that, if we want NAFTA, we should and
can do it without new taxes. If we want
health care, we can and should do it
without new government bureaucracy
and taxes.

———

NAFTA MEANS JOBS

(Mr. COPPERSMITH asked and was
given permission to address the House



27238

for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. COPPERSMITH. Mr. Speaker,
NAFTA means jobs in America, jobs
right now, and jobs for the future. Let
me give my colleagues two examples
from my State of Arizona.

The first is a firm called La Corona
Foods. It is a small yogurt maker out-
side of Phoenix. Forty percent of their
sales, and over a third of their employ-
ees, are now based on exports to Mex-
ico. They compete against the giants,
against Dannon, against Yoplait, and
yet they are the largest United States
yogurt exporter to the Mexican mar-
ket. They are succeeding in that mar-
ket despite high Mexican tariffs, and
they will not move if NAFTA is ap-
proved because they need to be close to
their suppliers of high quality U.S.
milk. Those jobs are at risk if we turn
our backs on NAFTA because they
know the Mexicans will close that mar-
ket.

Continental Baking in Tempe cannot
export baked goods now to Mexico be-
cause of the high tariffs, but if NAFTA
passes, they will. NAFTA will make
those 150 jobs in that bakery more se-
cure, not less, if NAFTA passes.

NAFTA means jobs today and tomor-
row. History has demonstrated time
and again opening markets creates
jobs, lowers prices, and encourages in-
vestment. Let us have the courage to
change, to embrace our future, and
adopt NAFTA.

INTRODUCTION OF CRIME VICTIMS
RESTITUTION ACT OF 1993

(Mr. OXLEY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. OXLEY. Mr. Speaker, last week I
introduced the Crime Victims Restitu-
tion Act of 1993, to require all those
convicted of Federal offenses to pay
restitution to their victims in the full
amount of their losses. Such restitu-
tion orders are currently only optional.

Identical restitution provisions were
included in the Victims' Rights and
Restitution Act of 1990, which I offered
as an amendment to the Crime Control
Act. My amendment passed by voice
vote, and identical legislation was in-
cluded in the Senate anticrime pack-
age. However, the restitution provi-
sions were unaccountably absent from
the House-Senate conference report on
the crime bill.

Federal courts should order con-
victed criminals to compensate the
people they have harmed. Losses relat-
ing to property, bodily injury, and
death would be redressed under my bill.
It is tough on crime, and it helps the
victims of crime rebuild their lives.

Let us do something concrete and
meaningful to help erime victims. Sup-
port the Crime Victims Restitution
Act of 1993.
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NORTH AMERICAN FREE-TRADE
AGREEMENT

(Mrs. UNSOELD asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-

marks.)

Mrs. UNSOELD. Mr. Speaker, 1 have
spent much of my 5 years in Congress
battling to protect marine resources.
But banning driftnets on the high seas,
saving salmon runs, and managing our
fisheries for future generations is more
than one person's struggle; it is vitally
important to the Pacific Northwest, to
our country, and to the entire planet.

That is why I am disappointed that
the North American Free-Trade Agree-
ment follows an alarming pattern set
by GATT and other trade agreements.
It steals away the enforcement tools
we need to ensure sustainable use of
world resources.

Under NAFTA, we cannot impose
sanctions upon another nation that
abuses an international fishery. A na-
tion can decimate a fishery and we
can't do anything about it. They can
scrape the ocean bare with 30-mile long
driftnets, and the United States is pow-
erless to stop them.

I cannot support trade agreements
that undermine sustainable use of
international fisheries. I cannot sup-
port this NAFTA.

INTRODUCTION OF LEGISLATION
CUTTING $20 BILLION OF FED-
ERAL SPENDING

(Mr. SCHIFF asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SCHIFF. Mr. Speaker, the major-
ity leadership in the House of Rep-
resentatives has promised the entire
membership votes to cut further Fed-
eral spending. I want to advise my col-
leagues that today I am introducing a
bill which, if enacted into law, would
cut $20 billion of Federal spending over
the next 5 years. In particular, the $20
billion of Federal spending that I would
cut is actually a reversal of $20 billion
of new Federal spending which was cre-
ated in the deficit reduction bill that
the Congress passed earlier this year.

Mr. Speaker, the fact of the matter is
that, although the administration’s
bill was called a deficit reduction bill,
it included tens of billions of dollars in
new spending. I would reverse the in-
creasing of expenditures in welfare. I
would reverse increase expenditures to
subsidize political campaigns.

I want to make it clear, Mr. Speaker,
that I understand that an argument
can be made for this new spending, but
that argument should be made in sepa-
rate legislation. We should consider
spending for welfare in a welfare re-
form bill. We should consider spending
in political campaigns in a campaign
reform bill, not in a deficit reduction
bill that the public was asked to make
sacrifices to enact.
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NAFTA HAS MY SUPPORT

(Ms. PELOSI asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, today the
President will send the NAFTA legisla-
tion to the Congress. As we review this
treaty, I think we all agree that the
status quo is not acceptable, either en-
vironmentally or economically. It is
clear that with the globalization of the
economy we need a regional trading
bloe in our hemisphere.

Mr. Speaker, most of us say that we
need a NAFTA. The question is: Is it
this NAFTA?

My particular concern about this
NAFTA centers around fairness to
American workers and the environ-
mental enforcement issues. The admin-
istration has addressed some of these
concerns in side agreements and in
other initiatives such as the worker ad-
justment package and the NAD bank.

Mr. Speaker, in order to be fair to
American workers and create jobs we
must close the wage gap and expand
markets for our products in Mexico.
This can only be accomplished by rec-
ognizing Mexican workers' rights to or-
ganize and to strike. This week I re-
ceived a letter from President Clinton
clearly stating his commitment to en-
force our trade laws relating to work-
ers’ rights.

Mr. Speaker, this NAFTA means jobs
for my district and for California. It
will clean up the environment on the
border. It will create jobs for American
workers, and it will have my support.

RUDY WON THANKS TO DEMOCRAT
CAMPAIGNERS

(Ms. MOLINARI asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.) )

Ms. MOLINARI. Mr. Speaker, last
night the people of New York City
elected a new mayor, a Republican
mayor for the first time since 1965, and
we are very excited about our future
under Rudolph Giuliani.

We are grateful, however, to David
Dinkins who gave a gracious conces-
sion speech in the early morning hours,
but there are a few other people we
have to thank.

The President came to New York
twice within the last months to stump
for David Dinkins, as did the Vice
President and Mrs. Clinton. Several
Democrat Members of this body and
the other body campaigned for the
Mayor, and we were visited by the Sec-
retary of the Interior, the Secretary of
Transportation and the Secretary of
Housing and Urban Development with-
in the last 2 weeks twice.

S0, Mr. Speaker, I say all of them,
“Thank you. Rudy might not have been
able to do it without you."
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NEW JERSEY ELECTS A NEW
GOVERNOR

(Mr. TORRICELLI asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)

Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. Speaker, this
morning the people of New Jersey
awoke to a new Governor and the
promise of a new administration. To
Christie Whitman, the Governor-elect
of New Jersey, let me say that we all
wish her well. She carries with her and
her new administration our greatest
hopes for our State and our people.

Analysts will differ on what has pro-
duced her surprising victory. It is ulti-
mately a debate that only she can an-
swer. My own hopes would be that she
would assure us that her administra-
tion and her victory in this election do
not mean that our strong effort to con-
trol firearms and prevent crime will be
lessened or that our commitment for
cleaner air and water will be lessened
or that our greatest assurance that
every child will get equal access to a
quality education might now end.

. Speaker, with this administra-
tion, with this conclusion by Christie
Whitman herself, indeed the State will
get the new beginning that it deserves,
with full credit to the Florio adminis-
tration that began these efforts and
now for the Whitman administration
that can continue them.

LESSONS TO BE LEARNED FROM
TUESDAY'S ELECTION

(Mr. GINGRICH asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Speaker, we had
three major elections yesterday, in
New York, New Jersey, and Virginia.
There were three Republican victories
and three Democrat defeats. Just as in
Canada, there are some very big les-
sons. I think there are five lessons
from yesterday to be learned.

First, voters are opposed to raising
taxes; second, voters are very skeptical
of big government and do not think it
works; third, voters want efforts to
create jobs and create economic
growth; fourth, the voters are very
concerned about crime and are tired of
being frightened and want decisive ac-
tion to lock up criminals and to take
steps necessary to end violent crime;
and, fifth, campaigning against NAFTA
does not work. The leading Democrat
campaigning against NAFTA was Gov-
ernor Florio. It did not help him. He
was defeated because NAFTA creates
jobs and the voters want jobs to be cre-
ated.

INVESTIGATION OF RON BROWN
STALLED, ADMINISTRATION
URGED TO STEP UP EFFORTS
(Mr. BURTON of Indiana asked and

was given permission to address the
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House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak-
er, the White House, the Commerce De-
partment, and the Justice Department
are stone-walling the Congress of the
United States. We have written to the
three Departments I just mentioned,
including the President, several times
asking for information about Ron
Brown's activities, telephone logs,
travel documents, and so forth, because
he is accused of taking 3$700,000 as a
downpayment from the Vietnamese
Government to try to normalize rela-
tions with that country even though
we have not had a full accounting of
2,200 POW-MIA's.

The White House had not responded,
Justice has not responded, and Com-
merce has not responded, and yet the
cloud continues to hang over this ad-
ministration.

If Ron Brown has done nothing
wrong, then why not give us that infor-
mation? It is extremely important that
we clarify these issues and get this
cleaned up as quickly as possible be-
cause it stinks to high heaven. If he is
innocent, give us the information and
let us prove it. If he is not innocent,
get him out of that Department. He
should not be the head of any agency of
this Government if he took money
from the Vietnamese Government
while we have those POW-MIA's unac-
counted for.

RELIGIOUS FREEDOM
RESTORATION ACT OF 1993

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker's table the bill (H.R. 1308) to
protect the free exercise of religion,
with a Senate amendment thereto, and
concur in the Senate amendment.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The Clerk read the Senate amend-
ment, as follows:

Strike out all after the enacting clause and
insert:

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Religious
Freedom Restoration Act of 1993".

SEC. 2. CONGRESSIONAL FINDINGS AND DEC-
LARATION OF PURPOSES.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds that—

(1) the framers of the Constitution, rec-
ognizing free exercise of religlon as an
unalienable right, secured its protection in
the First Amendment to the Constitution;

(2) laws “neutral” toward religion may
burden religious exercise as surely as laws
intended to interfere with religious exercise;

(3) governments should not substantially
burden religious exercise without compelling
Justification;

(4) in Employment Division v. Smith, 4
U.S. 872 (1990) the Supreme Court virtually
eliminated the requirement that the govern-
ment justify burdens on religious exercise
imposed by laws neutral toward religion; and

(5) the compelling interest test as set forth
in prior Federal court rulings is a workable
test for striking sensible balances between
religious liberty and competing prior govern-
mental interests.
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(b) PURPOSES.—The purposes of this Act
are—

(1) to restore the compelling interest test
as set forth in Sherbert v. Verner, 374 U.S.
398 (1963) and Wisconsin v. Yoder, 406 U.S. 205
(1972) and to guarantee its application in all
cases where free exercise of religion is sub-
stantially burdened; and

(2) to provide a claim or defense to persons
whose religious exerclise is substantially bur-
dened by government.

SEC. 3. FREE EXERCISE OF RELIGION
TECTED.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Government shall not
substantially burden a person’s exercise of
religion even If the burden results from a
rule of general applicability, except as pro-
vided in subsection (b).

(b) EXCEPTION.—Government may substan-
tially burden a person’'s exercise of religion
only If it demonstrates that application of
the burden to the person—

(1) Is in furtherance of a compelling gov-
ernmental interest; and

(2) is the least restrictive means of further-
ing that compelling governmental interest.

(c) JUDICIAL RELIEF.—A person whose reli-
glous exercise has been burdened in violation
of this section may assert that violation as
a claim or defense in a judicial proceeding
and obtain appropriate relief against a gov-
ernment. Standing to assert a claim or de-
fense under this section shall be governed by
the general rules of standing under article
III of the Constitution.

SEC. 4. ATTORNEYS FEES.

(a) JUDICIAL PROCEEDINGS.—Section 722 of
the Revised Statutes (42 U.S.C. 1988) is
amended by inserting ‘‘the Religious Free-
dom Restoration Act of 1993, before ‘‘or
title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964"".

(b) ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEEDINGS.—Section
504(b)1)C) of title 5, United States Code, is
amended—

(1) by striking “and’ at the end of clause
(11);

(2) by striking the semicolon at the end of
clause (111) and Inserting *, and’’; and

(3) by inserting ‘‘(iv) the Religious Free-
dom Restoration Act of 1993;"" after clause
(111).

SEC. 5. DEFINITIONS.

As used in this Act—

(1) the term *“government'’ includes a
branch, department, agency, instrumental-
ity, and official (or other person acting
under color of law) of the United States, a
State, or a subdivision of a State;

(2) the term ‘‘State’ includes the District
of Columbia, the Commonwealth of Puerto
Rico, and each territory and possession of
the United States;

(3) the term “‘demonstrates’” means meets
the burdens of going forward with the evi-
dence and of persuasion; and

(4) the term “exercise of religion"” means
the exercise of religion under the First
Amendment to the Constitution.

SEC. 6. APPLICABILITY.

(a) IN GENERAL.—This Act applies to all
Federal and State law, and the implementa-
tion of that law, whether statutory or other-
wise, and whether adopted before or after the
enactment of this Act.

(b) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Federal statu-
tory law adopted after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act is subject to this Act unless
such law explicitly excludes such application
by reference to this Act.

(c) RELIGIOUS BELIEF UNAFFECTED.—Noth-
ing in this Act shall be construed to author-
ize any government to burden any religious
belief.

SEC. 7. ESTABLISHMENT CLAUSE UNAFFECTED.

Nothing in this Act shall be construed to
affect, interpret, or in any way address that

PRO-
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portion of the First Amendment prohibiting
laws respecting the establishment of religion
(referred to in this section as the **Establish-
ment Clause’). Granting government fund-
ing, benefits, or exemptions, to the extent
permissible under the Establishment Clause,
shall not constitute a violation of this Act.
As used in this section, the term “‘granting’’,
used with respect to government funding,
benefits, or exemptions, does not Include the
denial of government funding, benefits, or
exemptions.

Mr. BROOKS (during the reading).
Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
that the Senate amendment be consid-
ered as read and printed in the RECORD.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
MONTGOMERY). Is there objection to the
request of the gentleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the original request of the
gentleman from Texas?

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object, I yield to the dis-
tinguished chairman of the Committee
on the Judiciary to explain to the
House the purpose of this request.

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HYDE. I yield to the chairman of
the committee.

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, this legis-
lation, which passed the House under
suspension of the rules on May 11, 1993,
restores the standard for addressing
claims under the free exercise clause of
the first amendment as it was prior to
its evisceration by the Supreme Court
3 years ago in the Smith case. Under
longstanding constitutional prineciples,
the governmental burden of the free ex-
ercise of religion was subject to the
strictest test of constitutional scru-
tiny. This legislation reinstates the
strict scrutiny test in place prior to
Smith as a statutory requirement.

The Senate passed the legislation on
October 27, with an amendment clarify-
ing that a plaintiff asserting a free ex-
ercise claim must demonstrate that it
imposes a substantial burden on his re-
ligious practice. This amendment is
consistent with the intent of the bill,
and prior caselaw, which does not pro-
tect persons against State actions
which have only an incidental burden
on their religious exercise.

I urge the Members to accept the
Senate amendment to the House bill
and restore one of the most fundamen-
tal freedoms enshrined in our Constitu-
tion—the right to practice one’s faith
without undue interference at the
hands of the Government.

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, continuing
to reserve my right to object, I do want
to say that I am, of course, delighted
to see any attention at all paid to that
portion of the First Amendment deal-
ing with the free exercise of religion—
which has been honored more in its ne-
glect than in its observation.

With respect to the legislation before
us, the other body has amended the
House-passed bill to add the word *‘sub-
stantially' at several points.
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The key provision now reads “Gov-
ernment may substantially burden a
person's exercise of religion only if it
demonstrates that application of the
burden to the person (1) furthers a
compelling governmental interest; and
(2) is the least restrictive means of fur-
thering that compelling governmental
interest.”

I fear that the Senate amendment,
while it has its uses, does add a tone of
indefiniteness to the types of burdens
that qualify for restriction under this
new statute. I hope the additions do
not render this legislation so vague as
to raise first amendment consider-
ations.

With respect to the concerns raised
by prison administrators and other
State correctional officers, I wish to
emphasize, once again, that their
unique problems in the operation of
prison facilities—in maintaining secu-
rity, discipline, and order—should qual-
ify as a compelling interest under the
statutory standard.

I also think it should be made clear
that if the Government burdens reli-
gious activities in a way that is not
substantial, a claim may still be made
under the constitutional standard as
set forth in Oregon versus Smith.

Mr. Speaker, this is a significant
piece of legislation. It is the result of
bruising hours of debate between many
people of good will. I want to congratu-
late everyone who worked to gain its
passage, the chairman of the commit-
tee, the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
BROOKS], the gentleman from New
York [Mr. SCHUMER], and the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. EDWARDS],
and I hope it meets the expectations of
those concerned about the free exercise
of religion.

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HYDE. I yield to the gentleman
from New York.
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Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding to me.

I just wanted to thank the chairman
of our committee, the ranking mem-
ber, the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
HyDE], my lead cosponsor on this bill,
the gentleman from California [Mr.
Cox], for their work. This was truly a
bipartisan effort, and the delicate bal-
ance between the Government's inter-
est and the freedom of religion, I think,
will be restored once this bill is signed.

I would agree with both the chairman
and the gentleman from Illinois that
even if the prison situation, which
caused some problems in the other
body, once again, if the State proves a
compelling interest, then it will pre-
vail. That is how it always had been,
until the Smith case. It will continue
to be.

This is a good moment for those of us
who believe in the flower of religious
freedom that so adorns America, be-
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cause it is so important for us to allow
that freedom to flourish and not to
come down on it unless we really have
to.

This bill does that. I thank every-
body who worked so hard on it.

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, further re-
serving the right to object, I might say
to the two distinguished gentleman, it
would not be malapropos to also thank
Mr. Stephen Solarz, who originally
plowed this ground. I think he deserves
some credit.

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman will continue to yield, it is
not malapropos. It is perfectly fitting
and appropriate. Congressman Solarz
originally drafted this bill and worked
on it long and hard. He deserves a heck
of a lot of credit. He should be very
happy with what we have done here
today.

Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr. Speaker,
today, we have taken another step to ensure
that the promise of the first amendment and
the protections afforded by the Constitution
are available to all religious believers. By
passing the Religious Freedom Restoration
Act of 1993, we send a clear message to all
governmental entities and individuals. The
message is that the free exercise of religion is
a necessity, not a luxury, and will be defended
by the Congress.

| want to express my thanks to Congress-
man SCHUMER and Congressman Cox, as well
as the hundreds of members of the Coalition
for the Free Exercise of Religion. In particular,
| want to thank Rev. Oliver Thomas, J. Brent
Walker, Robert Peck, Rabbi David Saperstein,
Forest Montgomery, Leslie Harris, Jim Halpert,
Steven McFarland, Richard Foltin, and Judy
Golub.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, | rise in strong
support of the Religious Freedom Restoration
Act of 1993. | commend Chairman BROOKS,
the gentleman from Texas, and the gentleman
from California, Chairman EDWARDS, for their
sincere efforts in restoring a right which is so
sacred to the American people. Former Con-
gressman Stephen Solarz, who championed
this bill in the last Congress, is to be com-
mended and congratulated for his diligence
and commitment.

Mr. Speaker, the people look to the first
amendment as a guarantee that they will be
able to practice their religion freely without any
type of government intervention. Unless the
government can show a compelling interest to
interfere, the government should adhere to a
hands-off approach to the religious practices
of the citizenry.

Mr. Speaker, today we have the ability to
assure the American people that they can
once again practice their religion freely, absent
a compelling State interest. It is quite evident
the Framers of the Constitution realized the
importance of religious freedom. This is evi-
denced by its place in the Bill of Rights as the
first amendment. We must heed the knowl-
edge and wisdom of the Founding Fathers
and ensure that their progeny continue to pos-
sess a right so precious.

Today, Mr. Speaker, we can undo the harm
of the Supreme Court decision in Smith and
passing this legislation is the required means.
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Our decision today can remedy a decision
which posed great risk to the religious rights of
all Americans. Religious freedom will again be
a fundamental constitutional right.

Mr. Speaker, | commend the religious
groups who coalesced and set aside religious
differences and political agendas so that all
Americans regardless of their religion are able
to enjoy religious liberty and freedom.

Mr. Speaker, | also commend the efforts of
those who fought hard to safeguard a right
which is so sacred and fundamental.

| urge all of my colleagues to support this
legislation.

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, I withdraw
my reservation of objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
MONTGOMERY). Is there objection to the
original request of the gentleman from
Texas?

There was no objection.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
shall have 5 legislative days in which
to revise and extend their remarks on
H.R. 1308, the legislation just under
consideration.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the provisions of clause 5, rule I,
the Chair announces that he will post-
pone further proceedings today on each
motion to suspend the rules on which a
recorded vote or the yeas and nays are
ordered, or on which the vote is ob-
jected to under clause 4 of rule XV.

Such rolleall votes, if postponed, will
be taken at the end of legislative busi-
ness today, following the vote on House
Resolution 2684.

GRANTS TO INCREASE POLICE
PRESENCE AND EXPAND CO-
OPERATION BETWEEN POLICE
AND COMMUNITIES

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 3355) to amend the Omnibus
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of
1968 to allow grants to increase police
presence, to expand and improve coop-
erative efforts between law enforce-
ment agencies and members of the
community to address crime and dis-
order problems, and otherwise to en-
hance public safety, as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 3355

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
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SECTION 1. COMMUNITY POLICING; “COPS ON
THE BEAT".

(a) IN GENERAL.—Title I of the Omnibus
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968
(42 U.8.C. 3711 et seq.) is amended by—

(1) redesignating part Q as part R;

(2) redesignating sectlon 1701 as section
1801; and

(3) inserting after part P the following new
part:

“PART Q—PUBLIC SAFETY AND COMMU-
NITY POLICING; ‘COPS ON THE BEAT’
“SEC. 1701. AUTHORITY TO MAKE PUBLIC SAFETY
AND COMMUNITY POLICING

GRANTS.

“(a) GRANT AUTHORIZATION.—The Attorney
General is authorized to make grants to
States and units of local government, and to
other public and private entities, to increase
police presence, to expand and improve coop-
erative efforts between law enforcement
agencies and members of the community to
address crime and disorder problems, and
otherwise to enhance public safety.

‘(b) REHIRING AND HIRING GRANT
PROJECTS.—Grants made under the authority
of subsection (a) of this section may be used
for programs, projects, and other activities
t0—

‘(1) rehire law enforcement officers who
have been lald off as a result of State and
local budget reductions for deployment in
community-oriented policing; and

*(2) hire and train new, additional career
law enforcement officers (including cadets
and trainees) for deployment In community-
oriented policing across the Nation.

“(c) ADDITIONAL GRANT PROJECTS.—Grants
made under the authority of subsection (a) of
this section also may include programs,
projects, and other activities to—

“(1) Increase the number of law enforce-
ment officers involved in activities that are
focused on interaction with members of the
community on proactive crime control and
prevention by redeploying officers to such
activities;

**(2) provide specialized training to law en-
forcement officers to enhance their conflict
resolution, mediation, problem solving, serv-
ice, and other skills needed to work in part-
nership with members of the community;

**(3) Increase police participation in multi-
disciplinary early intervention teams;

*(4) develop new technologies to assist
State and local law enforcement agencles In
reorienting the emphasis of their activities
from reacting to crime to preventing crime;

*(5) develop and implement innovative pro-
grams to permit members of the community
to assist State and local law enforcement
agencies in the prevention of crime in the
community;

*‘(6) establish Innovative programs to re-
duce, and keep to a minimum, the amount of
time that law enforcement officers must be
away from the community while awalting
court appearances;

“(7) establish and implement innovative
programs to increase and enhance proactive
crime control and prevention programs in-
volving law enforcement officers and young
persons in the community;

*‘(8) develop and establish new administra-
tive and managerial systems to facilitate the
adoption of community-oriented policing as
an organization-wide philosophy; and

*(9) establish, implement, and coordinate
crime prevention and control programs (in-
volving law enforcement officers working
with community members) with other exist-
ing Federal programs that serve the commu-
nity and community members to better ad-
dress the comprehensive needs of such com-
munity and {ts members.
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“(d) PREFERENTIAL CONSIDERATION OF AP-
PLICATIONS FOR CERTAIN GRANTS.—In award-
ing grants under this part, the Attorney
General may give preferential consideration
to grants for hiring and rehiring additional
career law enforcement officers that Involve
a non-Federal contribution exceeding the 25
percent minimum under subsection (h) of
this section.

‘*(e) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.—(1) The Attor-

ney General may provide technical assist-
ance to States and units of local govern-
ment, and to other public and private enti-
ties, in furtherance of the purposes of this
part.
*(2) The technical assistance provided by
the Attorney General may include the devel-
opment of a flexible model that will define
for States and units of local government, and
other public and private entities, definitions
and strategies associated with community or
problem-oriented policing and methodologles
for its implementation.

*(3) The technical assistance provided by
the Attorney General may include the estab-
lishment and operation of training centers or
facilities, elther directly or by contracting
or cooperative arrangements. The functions
of the centers or facilities established under
this paragraph may include instruction and
seminars for police executives, managers,
trainers, and supervisors concerning commu-
nity or problem-oriented policing and Im-
provements in police-community interaction
and cooperation that further the purposes of
this part.

*(f) UTILIZATION OF DEPARTMENT OF JUS-
TICE OFFICES AND SERVICES.—The Attorney
General may utilize any office or service of
the Department of Justice in carrying out
this part.

“{g) MINIMUM AMOUNT.—Each qualifylng
State, together with grantees within the
State, shall receive in each fiscal year pursu-
ant to subsection (a) of this not less than 0.25
percent of the total amount appropriated in
the fiscal year for grants pursuant to such
subsection. As used in this subsection,
‘qualifying State’ means any State which
has submitted an application for a grant, or
in which an eligible entity has submitted an
application for a grant, which meets the re-
quirements prescribed by the Attorney Gen-
eral and the conditions set out in this part.

‘*(h) MATCHING FUNDS.—The portion of the
costs of a program, project, or activity pro-
vided by a grant under subsection (a) of this
section may not exceed 75 percent, unless the
Attorney General waives, wholly or in part,
the requirement under this subsection of a
non-Federal contribution to the costs of a
program, project, or activity. In relation to
a grant for a period exceeding one year for
hiring or re-hiring career law enforcement
officers, the Federal share shall decrease
from year to year, looking towards the con-
tinuation of the increased hiring level using
State or local sources of funding following
the conclusion of Federal support, as pro-
vided in an approved plan pursuant to sec-
tion 1702(c)(8) of this part.

(1) ALLOCATION OF FUNDS.—The funds
available under this part shall be allocated
as provided in section 1001(a)(11)}(B) of this
title.

‘“(J) TERMINATION OF GRANTS FOR HIRING
OFFICERS.—The authority under subsection
(a) of this section to make grants for the hir-
ing and rehiring of additional career law en-
forcement officers shall lapse at the conclu-
sion of six years from the date of enactment
of this part. Prior to the expiration of this
grant authority, the Attorney General shall
submit a report to Congress concerning the
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experience with and effects of such grants.
The report may include any recommenda-
tions the Attorney General may have for
amendments to this part and related provi-
sions of law in light of the termination of
the authority to make grants for the hiring
and rehiring of additional career law en-
forcement officers.

“SEC. 1702. APPLICATIONS.

“(a) IN GENERAL.—No grant may be made
under this part unless an application has
been submitted to, and approved by, the At-
torney General.

*(b) FORM AND CONTENT OF APPLICATION.—
An application for a grant under this part
shall be submitted In such form, and contain
such information, as the Attorney General
may prescribe by regulation or guldelines.

*(c) COMPLIANCE WITH REGULATIONS OR
GUIDELINES.—In accordance with the regula-
tions or guldelines established by the Attor-
ney General, each application for a grant
under this part shall—

*(1) include a long-term strategy and de-
tailed implementation plan that reflects
consultation with community groups and ap-
propriate private and public agencies and re-
flects consideration of the statewide strat-
egy under section 503(a)(1) of this part;

"(é!) demonstrate a specific public safety
need;

*(3) explain the locality's inability to ad-
dress the need without federal assistance;

*'(4) 1dentify related governmental and
community initiatives which complement or
will be coordinated with the proposal;

**(5) certify that there has been appropriate
coordination with all affected agencies;

**(6) outline the initial and ongoing level of
community support for implementing the
proposal including financial and in-kind con-
tributions or other tangible commitments;

““(T) specify plans for obtaining necessary
support and continuing the proposed pro-
gram, project, or activity following the con-
clusion of Federal support; and

‘(8) if the application is for a grant for hir-
ing or rehiring additional career law enforce-
ment officers—

‘“{A) specify plans for the assumption by
the grantee of a progressively larger share of
the cost in the course of time, looking to-
wards the continuation of the Increased hir-
ing level using State or local sources of fund-
ing following the conclusion of Federal sup-
port,;

*(B) assess the impact, if any, of the in-
crease [n police resources on other compo-
nents of the criminal justice system;

*(C) explain how the grant will be utilized
to re-orient the affected law enforcement
agency's misslon towards community-ori-
ented policing or enhance its involvement in
or commitment to community-oriented po-
licing; and

‘(D) ensure that, to the extent practicable,
grantees seek and recrult members of racial,
ethnic, and gender minority groups whose
representation In the law enforcement agen-
cy for which funds are sought 1s less than In
the general population qualified for such em-
ployment in such jurisdiction.

“SEC. 1703. REVIEW OF APPLICATIONS BY STATE
OFFICE.

‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in
subsection (¢) or (d), an applicant for a grant
under this part shall submit an application
to the State office designated under section
507 of this title in the State in which the ap-
plicant is located for initial review.

‘*(b) INITIAL REVIEW OF APPLICATION.—The
State office referred to in subsection (a) of
this section shall review applications for
grants under this part submitted to it, based
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upon criteria specified by the Attorney Gen-
eral by regulation or guidelines, and rank
such applications based upon the criteria
specified by the Attorney General. The State
office referred to in subsection (a) of this
section shall submit the list along with all
grant applications and supporting materials
received to the Attorney General.

““(c) DIRECT APPLICATION TO THE ATTORNEY
GENERAL BY CERTAIN MUNICIPALITIES.—Not-
withstanding subsection (a) of this section,
municipalities whose population exceeds
100,000 may submit an application for a grant
under this part directly to the Attorney Gen-
eral. For purposes of this subsection, ‘mu-
nicipalities whose population exceeds 100,000’
means units of local government or law en-
forcement agencies having jurisdiction over
areas with populations exceeding 100,000, and
consortia or associations that include one or
more such units of local government or law
enforcement agencies.

*(d) DIRECT APPLICATION TO THE ATTORNEY
GENERAL BY OTHER APPLICANTS.—Notwith-
standing subsection (a) of this section, if a
State chooses not to carry out the functions
described in subsection (b) of this section, an
applicant in the State may submit an appli-
cation for a grant under this part directly to
the Attorney General.

“SEC. 1704. RENEWAL OF GRANTS.

“(a) IN GENERAL.—Except for grants made
for hiring or rehiring additional career law
enforcement officers, a grant under this part
may be renewed for up to two additional
years after the first fiscal year during which
a reciplent receives its initial grant if the
Attorney General determines that the funds
made available to the recipient were used in
a manner required under an approved appli-
cation and if the recipient can demonstrate
significant progress in achieving the objec-
tives of the initial application.

“{b) GRANTS FOR HIRING.—Grants made for
hiring or rehiring additional career law en-
forcement officers may be renewed for up to
five years, subject to the requirements of
subsection (a) of this section, but notwith-
standing the limitation in that subsection
concerning the number of years for which
grants may be renewed.

*(c) MULTI-YEAR GRANTS.—A grant for a
period exceeding one year may be renewed as
provided In this section, except that the
total duration of such a grant including any
renewals may not exceed three years, or six
years if it is a grant made for hiring or rehir-
ing additional career law enforcement offi-
cers.

“SEC. 1705. LIMITATION ON USE OF FUNDS.

‘(a) NON-SUPPLANTING REQUIREMENT.—
Funds made avallable under this part to
States or units of local government shall not
be used to supplant State or local funds, but
will be used to Increase the amount of funds
that would, in the absence of Federal funds,
be made available from State or local
sources.

*‘(b) ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS.—No more than
5 percent of the funds available under this
part may be used for the costs of States in
carrying out the functions described in sec-
tion 1703(b) or other administrative costs.

{¢) NON-FEDERAL COSTS.—States and units
of local government may use assets received
through the assets forfeiture equitable shar-
ing program to cover the non-Federal por-
tion of programs, projects, and activities
funded under this part.

“{d) HIRING Co0STS.—Funding provided
under this part for hiring or rehiring a ca-
reer law enforcement officer may not exceed
$75,000, unless the Attorney General grants a
walver from this limitation.
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“SEC. 1706. PERFORMANCE EVALUATION.

‘(a) EVALUATION COMPONENTS.—

(1) Each program, project, or activity fund-
ed under this part shall contain an evalua-
tlon component, developed pursuant to
guidelines established by the Attorney Gen-
eral,

(2) The evaluations required by paragraph
(1) shall include outcome measures that can
be used to determine the effectiveness of the
funded programs, projects, activities and a
description of the geographic dispersion, and
racial, ethnic, and gender diversity of re-
hired and new employees. Outcome measures
may include crime and victimization indica-
tors, quality of life measures, community
perceptions, and police perceptions of their
own work.

*(b) PERIODIC REVIEW AND REPORTS.—The
Attorney General shall review the perform-
ance of each grant recipient under this part.
The Attorney General may require a grant
recipient to submit to the Attorney General
the results of the evaluations required under
subsection (a) and such other data and infor-
mation as the Attorney General deems rea-
sonably necessary to carry out the respon-
sibilities under this subsection.

“SEC. 1707. REVOCATION OR SUSPENSION
FUNDING.

“If the Attorney General determines, as a
result of the reviews required by section 1706
of this part, or otherwise, that a grant recip-
ient under this part is not in substantial
compliance with the terms and requirements
of an approved grant application submitted
under section 1702 of this part, the Attorney
General may revoke or suspend funding of
that grant, in whole or in part.

“SEC. 1708. ACCESS TO DOCUMENTS.

*(a) BY THE ATTORNEY GENERAL.—The At-
torney General shall have access for the pur-
pose of audit and examination to any perti-
nent books, documents, papers, or records of
a grant recipient under this part, as well as
the pertinent books, documents, papers, or
records of States and units of local govern-
ment, persons, businesses, and other entitles
that are involved In programs, projects, or
activities for which assistance Is provided
under this part.

*(b) BY THE COMPTROLLER GENERAL.—The
provisions of subsection (a) of this section
shall also apply with respect to audits and
examinations conducted by the Comptroller
General of the United States or by an au-
thorized representative of the Comptroller
General.

“SEC. 1709. GENERAL REGULATORY AUTHORITY.

‘““The Attorney General Is authorized to
promulgate regulations and guldelines to
carry out this part.

“SEC. 1710. DEFINITION.

“For the purposes of this part, the term
‘career law enforcement officer’ means a per-
son hired on a permanent basis who is au-
thorized by law or by a State or local public
agency to engage in or supervise the preven-
tion, detection, or investigation of violations
of criminal laws.”

(b) TECHNICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of
contents of title I of the Omnibus Crime Con-
trol and Safe Streets Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C.
3711, et seq.) is amended by striking the ma-
terial relating to part Q and inserting the
following:

“PART Q—PUBLIC SAFETY AND COMMUNITY

POLICING; ‘COPS ON THE BEAT'
‘‘Sec. 1701, Authority to make public safety
and community policing grants.
“Sec. 1702. Applications.
“Sec. 1703. Review of applications by State
office.
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“Sec. 1704. Renewal of grants.

“Sec. 1705. Limitation on use of funds.

“Sec. 1706. Performance evaluation.

“‘Sec. 1707. Revocation or suspension of fund-

ing.

1708, Access to documents.

“Sec. 1709. General regulatory authority.

“Sec. 1710. Definition.

“PART R—TRANSITION—EFFECTIVE DATE—
REPEALER

“Sec. 1801. Continuation of rules, authorities
and proceedings.”.

SEC. 2. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

(a) AUTHORIZATION.—Section 1001(a) of title
I of the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe
Streets Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 3793) is amend-
ed—

(1) in paragraph (3) by striking “and 0.”
and inserting ‘0, P, and Q.""; and

(2) by adding at the end the following:

“(11)(A) There are authorized to be appro-
priated to carry out part Q, to remain avail-
able until expended, $200,000,000 for fiscal
year 1994 and $650,000,000 for each of the fis-
cal years 1995, 1996, 1997, 1998, and 1999.

*(B) Of funds available under part Q i{n any
fiscal year, up to 5 percent may be used for
technical assistance under section 1701(e) or
for evaluations or studies carried out or
commissioned by the Attorney General in
furtherance of the purposes of part Q, and up
to 5 percent may be used for the costs of
States In carrying out the functions de-
scribed In section 1703(b) or other adminis-
trative costs. Of the remaining funds, 50 per-
cent shall be allocated for grants pursuant to
applications submitted as provided in sec-
tion 1703(a) or (d), and 50 percent shall be al-
located for grants pursuant to applications
submitted as provided in section 1703(c). Of
the funds avalilable in relation to grants pur-
suant to applications submitted as provided
in section 1703(a) or (d), at least 85 percent
shall be applied to grants for the purposes
specified in section 1701(b), and no more than
15 percent may be applied to other grants in
furtherance of the purposes of part Q. Of the
funds available in relation to grants pursu-
ant to applications submitted as provided in
section 1703(c), at least 85 percent shall be
applied to grants for the purposes specified
in section 1701(b), and no more than 15 per-
cent may be applied to other grants in fur-
therance of the purposes of part Q.

*(C) Notwithstanding the provisions of sec-
tion 1703, no funds allocated for grants pur-
suant to applications submitted as provided
under subsections (a) or (d) of section 1703
shall be allocated for grants to a municipal-
ity (as defined in section 1703(c)).".

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. BROOKS] will be recognized
for 20 minutes, and the gentleman from
Wisconsin [Mr. SENSENBRENNER] will be
recognized for 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. BROOKS].

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. McCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. BROOKS. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Florida.

Mr. McCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, some
of us are very concerned that these
bills out here today, the five of them
that are coming before us, led off with
this cops in the streets bill, while we
support most everything that is in
here, do not constitute a really tough

“Sec.
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crime bill like we thought was going to
come out.

It does not give us an opportunity to
vote on those things that would restore
swiftness and certainty of punishment
or put deterrents or incapacitation in
the law. It does not bring out here
today the parts of the bills that we
have had on restoring the death pen-
alty or habeas corpus reforms or
changing the rules of evidence or, in
our case, the drug kingpin death pen-
alty, or regional prison opportunities
or criminal alien reforms or crimes
against women and minimum manda-
tory sentences, a whole litany of things
that those of us on our side of the aisle
believe, and I think the gentleman
from Texas, the chairman, believes are
essential to any major package of
crime reform.

I am wondering if the gentleman
would enlighten us, since we have out
here today these grant programs, as
important as they may be in their
small way, when will we see a major
crime bill that includes some of these
other things that I am talking about
and some of the things that were in the
gentleman’s bill that he pulled from
the committee a week ago?

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, as the
gentleman is aware, I introduced an
omnibus bill, H.R. 3131, the Violent
Crime Control and Law Enforcement
Act of 1993, on September 23, 1993. At
the time of introduction, it had been
my hope that both the committee and
the House could consider and debate all
the provisions of that measure—includ-
ing the death penalty provisions, re-
form of habeas corpus, treatment of
mandatory minimum sentences, funds

for prison construction, violence
against women, just to name a few sub-
jects,

However, as the gentleman is aware,
I received requests from both Demo-
cratic and Republican Members to per-
mit further deliberation by the sub-
committees on these controversial sub-
stantive topics. In light of those re-
quests, and to avoid any possibility
that Congress would adjourn without
acting positively on a number of essen-
tial, crime prevention measures, I de-
cided to push forward with the five
bills we are considering today, and re-
ferred all other provisions of H.R. 3131
the Washington bill and the McCollum
bill to the relevant subcommittees.

Next session, following appropriate
subcommittee deliberation, I intend to
follow up on my initial desire to con-
sider the areas that you have expressed
interest in and have these considered
by the full House. If it is possible to do
a larger crime bill encompassing a
number of these areas, that is fine. If
there is any problem with taking that
approach, then I will process the provi-
sions individually following sub-
committee action so that both the full
committee and the full House can ex-
press their will on these crucial mat-
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ters of importance to the American
public.

I look forward to working with the
gentleman constructively in addressing
all these areas of crime, which is of
such great concern to all Americans.

Mr. McCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman will continue to yield, I
know the gentleman is sincere about
his support, because he has given it in
some of these areas in the past. He and
I have discussed this. But it occurs to
me that what we do not have is a good,
solid commitment that I know the gen-
tleman is willing to make, to, I will use
the word I used in committee, “prod,"”
nudge, whatever, to assure us that the
subcommittee chairmen will not be al-
lowed to sit on this so that these bills
and these issues do not come out of
here until summer or late fall.

I am not talking about the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. SCHUMER].
I am sure he is going to bring his out.

These bills are in a variety of sub-
committees, the way the gentleman re-
ferred it. I do not have any assurance,
unless the gentleman gives it, we do
not have any assurance that they are
really going to get out in a timely
fashion to be considered next year.

I do not know whether that is March
or April, but we know it is not June,
July or August.

If he does, we just will not have a bill
out here. I would like to know what
the chairman has to say about the tim-
ing on this and his willingness to push
these subcommittee chairmen to
produce this legislation.

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, I say to
my distinguished friend, the gentleman
from Florida, that the subcommittee
chairmen are all assiduous, diligent
workers. I feel sure that they will do
their jobs promptly.

In the event that they do not, bills
can be moved from the subcommittee
to the full committee for consider-
ation, and it would be my hope that
these major portions of the comprehen-
sive bill that I introduced earlier can
be acted on by the Committee on the
Judiciary, by the subcommittees, by
the committee, by the Congress, by the
House, by the other body, conferences
can be agreed and that they can be on
the President's desk before we leave
next year.

I do not want them delayed. I would
like to act on them as soon as possible
and will, if I can get the votes.

Mr. McCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman will continue to yield, one
of the things he has not mentioned
that is of great concern to us is the
concept of regional prisons that was
not in the gentleman’'s bill. Is there
any assurance he can give to our side
of the aisle that that issue would come
up in some form or some vehicle would
come up where we could argue it or de-
bate it or have it at least heard at
some point this next year?

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, the sub-
committees have it in there and prison
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funding is a part of the major bill, and
amendments would be offered, I am
sure, various types on prison funding
and activities for State, Federal, et
cetera.

So I think that the gentleman will
have an opportunity to argue those is-
sues in the subcommittee and, more
likely, in the full committee.

Mr. McCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, it is
not my intent to tie the gentleman
down to a specific date, because I know
he will not be, but he should be aware
that we would be much more com-
fortable, I think the House would be
much better served, if we did have a
date certain that we had to report a
comprehensive set of these out in an
early period like April or so of next
year.

I know the gentleman is not willing
to do that, because he has told me that
before. But here is a very strong desire
on this side, and I want to convey that
to the gentleman, that we do have
these opportunities to vote next year
on something meaningful.

Our Members just do not believe
what is out here today is going to come
close to doing the trick. It is not that
it is harmful. It is helpful. But it is
around the margins. Many of them
think it is a sham.

I know that is not the gentleman's
intent so I am not characterizing his
bills out here or our bills out here
today that way. But many feel that
way because they really feel that the
ones we have mentioned that have yet
to come out are the critical ones so the
absence of a date certain does present a
problem. I know the gentleman is re-
luctant to do that, but that is the real
concern over here. I wish to express
that to the gentleman.
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Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of H.R.
3355, a 6-year grant program authoriz-
ing $200 million in fiscal year 1994 and
$650 million in each of the 5 subsequent
fiscal years for grants to State and
local governments to implement com-
munity policing programs.

In far too many communities across
this land, the police and the commu-
nities they serve have become es-
tranged from each other. Even more
unfortunately, they sometimes even
perceive each other as enemies.

Not too long ago in our country, cops
were the friends of the neighborhood
where they walked their beats. The
neighbors and the cops knew each oth-
er's names. They shared information
about their lives and businesses and
had the good will that comes naturally
from daily association. Because of this
continuous association, crimes were
often able to be prevented in advance.
Regrettably, this most important soci-
etal connection has broken down. Now,
all too frequently, police officers can
only react to crimes already commit-
ted.
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As a society, we need to reestablish
that link between our police force and
our neighborhoods. We need to get the
officers out from behind the desks, out
of their cars, and back on the streets
where they can be in daily contact
with the life of the community and the
people who live in it. No amount of
high technology and computer linkups
can substitute for protection and deter-
rence in the field.

President Clinton deserves great
praise for elevating this program as his
top priority in the fight against crime.

I compliment the gentleman from
New York [Mr. SCHUMER] and his sub-
committee for their leadership on this
issue, as well as the gentleman from Il-
linois [Mr. HYDE], the gentleman from
Florida [Mr. McCoLLUM], and all of the
Republicans, the wvast majority of
whom supported this legislation.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Speaker, in the 40 minutes that
are allotted for debate on this bill, one
or two Americans will be murdered,
eight women will be raped, there will
be 110 violent crimes committed
against other American citizens, and 82
assaults. Crime is a problem that is out
of control in this country, and the
costs of crime are touching all Ameri-
cans, if not directly as crime victims,
indirectly in terms of the insurance
premiums they pay, having to pick up
the slack for work that is lost because
victims are in the hospital recovering
from injuries, as well as welfare costs
being increased.

What is this Congress doing to ad-
dress the crime problem? These five
bills, which are unfunded authoriza-
tions, which do not appropriate one
penny of the taxpayers’ dollars, and
which unjustifiably increase the expec-
tations of our constituents that some-
thing meaningful is being done to fight
the crime problem.

Several weeks ago President Clinton
and Attorney General Janet Reno out-
lined a comprehensive anticrime ap-
proach in the Rose Garden of the White
House. The chairman of the Committee
on the Judiciary, the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. BROOKS], introduced most of
those recommendations in his own
comprehensive anticrime package. In
addition, the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. McCoLLuM] on behalf of the Re-
publican Task Force on Crime, intro-
duced a comprehensive anticrime bill. I
introduced one of my own, comprehen-
sive, thorough, attempting to address
the problems which are touching our
constituents and all Americans in such
a terrible way.

Mr. Speaker, what has the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary been able to do to
address the concerns of Americans, to
pick up the torch that the President
and the Attorney General have handed
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to us? Five little skinny bills like this,
none of which appropriate money to
implement the good ideas that are con-
tained in them being placed on the
floor of the House of Representatives
today.

Why has the Committee on the Judi-
ciary failed so utterly in its duty in
coming up with comprehensive
anticrime legislation? The answer sim-
ply is partisanship, partisanship that
does not belong in this issue, and par-
tisanship which is no fault of the Re-
publican Minority, because we are will-
ing to work with the chairman, with
the President, and with the adminis-
tration to address these problems, be-
cause the victims of crime are not par-
tisan and society is not partisan on
this issue, either.

Mr. Speaker, how did partisanship
creep into this entire debate? It is be-
cause the chairman of the Committee
on the Judiciary did not have the
Democratic votes to pass his crime bill
out of committee. He scheduled it for
action and then he canceled the mark-
up when a competing proposal was in-
troduced by the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. WASHINGTON] and other members
of the Black Caucus.

Rather than coming to the Repub-
lican side of the aisle to come up with
a comprehensive bipartisan anticrime
bill, we get these five fig leaves that do
not do anything as their response to
the problems that are so touching our
constituents.

Mr. Speaker, let us take a look at the
bill that is before us. It is a bill that
authorizes money for Federal grants to
put cops on the beat. I am all in favor
of this idea, because I believe that get-
ting the police out of the squad car and
onto the beat in urban and suburban
areas is going to allow them to prevent
crime before it is committed, rather
than to react to a 911 call, where a citi-
zen is urgently asking for police help
because a loved one or themselves have
been shot.

If this bill were funded, not by rais-
ing taxes or increasing the deficit, but
funded by reducing other appropria-
tions and reordering Federal spending
priorities, there would be unanimous
praise in the House of Representatives
and among the public for the actions
that this Congress is taking today, but
it is not. Passing this bill is not going
to put one single police officer on the
beat in any community in the country,
not in Beaumont, TX, not in Brooklyn,
NY, not in Bensonville, IL, or Albu-
querque, NM, or Menomonee Falls, WI.

To prove this point, I submit for the
record a letter that has been intro-
duced by the director of the Congres-
sional Budget Office, Robert
Reischauer, dated November 1 and ad-
dressed to the chairman of the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary, the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. BROOKS].

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: The Congressional
Budget Office has prepared the enclosed cost
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estimate for H.R. 3355, a bill to amend the
Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act
of 1968 to allow grants to increase police
presence, to expand and improve cooperative
efforts between law enforcement agencies
and members of the community, to address
crime and disorder problems, and to other-
wise enhance public safety.

Enactment of H.R. 3355 will not affect di-
rect spending or receipts. Therefore, pay-as-
you-go procedures will not apply to this bill.
If you wish further details on this estimate,
we are pleased to provide them.

This bill, and Director Reischauer’s
analysis of the bill, shows the dif-
ference between the Republican ap-
proach and the Democratic approach
on this issue. The Democrats have in-
troduced and are attempting to pass an
unfunded appropriation bill. Both the
bill of the gentleman from Florida [Mr.
McCoLLuM] and myself are funded. We
have reordered the priorities of the
U.S. Government to take money out of
low-priority programs and to put it
into putting cops on the beat, and the
Democrats have not.
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The bill which I introduced reallo-
cates unallocated accounts in various
executive departments and agencies to
fund an anticrime package. The bill of-
fered by the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. McCoLLuM] provides for a 5 per-
cent across-the-board reduction in ad-
ministrative costs in executive depart-
ments and agencies to fund cops on the
beat. The Democrats’ bill does not pro-
vide a penny to do that.

That is why it is one of those bills
that gives the public the wrong impres-
sion that Congress is doing something
to address this issue without putting
our money where our mouth is. And
that is the sham that is going on.

But it is not just this bill and the
other three grant bills that we will be
debating later on today that are caus-
ing the problem. All of the comprehen-
sive anticrime bills, with the exception
of the bill by the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. WASHINGTON] imposes a
death penalty for certain heinous
crimes. That has been referred to sub-
committee, and referred to a sub-
committee with a strong opponent of
the death penalty, so this House prob-
ably will not even vote on it. And I
think it is fair to let the American peo-
ple know how their representatives
stand on this issue. The same is true
about reforming habeas corpus laws so
that people who are convicted cannot
evade their sentencing by bouncing
from one court to another in seemingly
endless petitions for habeas corpus.

And what has happened to the vio-
lence against women proposal that has
had such strong bipartisan support? It
has been referred to subcommittee, and
nobody knows when it is going to come
out. The gentleman from Texas [Mr.
BROOKS] refused to say when it would
come out in response to questions
asked just a few minutes ago by the
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gentleman from Florida [Mr. McCoL-
LUM].

The victims' rights proposals, they
have gone to subcommittee, I guess to
wait for Santa Claus to come down the
chimney, because they will be sitting
there at Christmas and New Years, and
more victims will not be able to ad-
dress the court when the sentence is
imposed upon people who have commit-
ted crimes against them.

How about prison construction in re-
gional prisons? Obviously we want to
have the prison space to put people in
jail and to keep them there, and to not
have prison officials let violent crimi-
nals loose because there is not any jail
space left, and that is what is happen-
ing all around the country. And we
have not addressed the issue of revolv-
ing door prisons either. That has gone
to subcommittee as well.

Now I think the American people ex-
pect better of their representatives in
Congress, and I think it is a crime that
the only thing that the Judiciary Com-
mittee could come up with, because
some, including the chairman, would
not work in a bipartisan manner, are
five unfunded authorization bills.

But I do not think that all is lost,
and I will be willing to make the chair-
man a deal, and that is that if he works
with the Republicans on a bipartisan
basis, we can come up with a crime bill
that will achieve an overwhelming ma-
jority which deals with issues that we
all are interested in, like
constitutionalizing the death penalty
and violence against women. That is
the way to solve the crime problem,
rather than attempt to repeat the par-
tisan slam-dunk that caused the crime
bill not to get to the President's desk
last year.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
MONTGOMERY). The gentleman from
Wisconsin [Mr. SENSENBRENNER] has
consumed 12 minutes. The gentleman
from Texas [Mr. BrRooks] has 11 min-
utes remaining.

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. SCHUMER].

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
to the gentleman from Texas.

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, about a
vear ago the President said he wanted
to have 100,000 cops on the beat. And I
started looking at the numbers and fig-
ured it would cost an awful lot. The
concept was excellent; the money was a
little short. Even SENSENBRENNER did
not have enough money to pay for that
collected out of the pots from various
little agencies.

So to resolve that difference, I sent
the gentleman from New York [Mr.
SCHUMER] down to deal with the admin-
istration and to talk to them about
how we would fund 100,000 or a reason-
able number of cops. He agreed and
worked out an arrangement with them
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that they would request authority for
50,000 cops, and that they would be able
to pay for it. And that is what has been
done. It is not unfunded. Mr. Panetta,
chairman of the OMB, wrote us a letter
which I read to the gentleman in the
full committee. The gentleman from
Wisconsin [Mr. SENSENBRENNER] is the
only Member who did not vote for the
bills. He says he is for cops on the beat,
but he did not vote fos it. On violence
and on the death penalty, I do not
know where Mr. SENSENBRENNER was
when I was trying to get that bill
passed over there. I did not see you
helping.

But I will say that the OMB said very
clearly on October 27 that the Office of
Management and Budget has already
budgeted sufficient funds in its Justice
Department planning baseline to fund
fully the community policing and pub-
lic safety partnership. I believe the
gentleman from Wisconsin had access
to that. It is available in the commit-
tee.

Mr. Speaker, I submit that letter for
the RECORD, as follows:

OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET,
Washington, DC, October 27, 1993,
Hon. JACK BROOKS,
Committee on the Judiciary, House of Rep-
resentatives, Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: The Administration
appreciates your prompt consideration of
anti-crime legislation. As the President has
expressed to you and other Members of the
Congress, he would like to see the House and
Senate pass crime legislation and the Brady
Bill before the Congress adjourns. Crime and
the fear of crime have become increasingly
urgent concerns across America. It {s time
for us to act without delay.

Earlier this year, Congress and the Admin-
istration worked together to pass emergency
1993 supplemental appropriations that in-
cluded $150 million to help states and local-
ities hire more police. Cities across America
responded with great interest to this pro-
gram. In the last four months, more than
1,000 police departments have applied to the
Department of Justice for a program that
provides for more than 2,000 new police. The
Community Policing and Public Safety Part-
nerships introduced by you and Representa-
tive Schumer would authorize over six years
(1994-99) $3.4 billion more for the Department
to expand programs to hire new police offi-
cers substantially.

The Office of Management and Budget has
already budgeted sufficient funds in its Jus-
tice Department planning baseline to fund
fully the Community Policing and Public
Safety Partnerships. And yesterday, the
President endorsed procurement reforms
that could save more than $5 billion in the
first year alone. The President has asked
Congress to pass these reforms and use some
of the savings to fund additional anti-crime
efforts. He underscored this commitment by
saying:

“I want Congress to pass the crime bill and
pass the savings I've asked to help pay for it.
I want them to know that if these cuts aren't
passed, I'm going to come back with more
cuts, And if those aren't passed, I'll come
back with still more. I'll keep coming back
until we have the money we need to make
America safer."”

Mr. Chairman, the President strongly be-
lieves that there is an epidemic of violence
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in this country that must be confronted. We
commend your committee for responding
quickly to this crisis.
Sincerely,
LEON E. PANETTA,
Director.

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Speaker, I want
to talk in general about the bill and
the provisions. The arguments of the
gentleman from Wisconsin are really
sophistry. He knows we do not appro-
priate on authorizing bills. He also
knows that this President, unlike the
past two Presidents, has struggled to
find funding for this, and made a com-
mitment that he would not put in a bill
that did not find funding. And that is
why there have been such fights with
some of the more conservative Mem-
bers of our side and the gentleman’s
side about taking $3.4 billion out of the
Gore initiatives that were to go to defi-
c¢it reduction and funding them here.
Everyone knows that. So let us not try
to deceive the public, because they
may not know what an authorization is
versus an appropriation.

You know darn well, we all know
darn well that you do not appropriate
on an authorization bill. You should be
criticizing an appropriation bill if it
comes up without this funding.

Let me say, ladies and gentlemen,
that these bills are not simply the tail
on the dog, but they are the meat, the
real part of the crime bill itself.

These bills are not controversial.
Yes, it is true, everyone is for cops on
the beat, and everyone is for drug
treatment in prisons, mandatory treat-
ment, and safe schools. But that does
not make them any less important to
our constituencies who are crying out,
who are anguished about the crime on
our streets.

Habeas corpus, we sit here in Wash-
ington and we debate the great con-
stitutional issue of habeas corpus when
we all know darn well that if every one
of those prisoners are locked up, and if
they sit on death row 5 years, or 8
years, or 9 years it does not affect the
safety of our constituency.

The death penalty, we have had
agreements. As the gentleman knows, I
am for it. I believe it is appropriate in
certain cases. But let us say that a cop
on the beat or taking a prisoner out of
prison and making sure that they do
not commit another crime because
they are drug-dependent is far more in
line with what our constituents want
and need, and keeping our schools safe.
This was the meat of the crime bill last
year. Our concern was because two is-
sues, particularly habeas corpus, that
arcane constitutional provision, bol-
lixed up the bill, that we would be
doing our communities a disservice by
letting these important bills go down.
There was not a single Republican vote
for the Brooks bill, not one. So if we
put the death penalty in the bill we
know that we did not have enough
votes, because there are 70 or 80 Mem-
bers on this side who would not vote
for a death penalty bill.
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There was hardly a vote, and so let us
not say that it was the Democrats’
fault or the Republicans' fault, but
that we were running into the same
logjam because of the tense and dif-
ficult ideological issues. And this
chairman had the courage to say we
are not going to do what we did last
year, or 2 years ago, and have nothing
done, but we are going to take the
most important parts of the erime bill,
albeit that they are not controversial,
and move them separately.
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And most important of all, what he
has done will allow us to vote on the
Brady bill next week as well. This pro-
vision is extremely important. We need
the cops patrolling the beat.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
pass this bill.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Speaker, my friends on the other
side of the aisle have a very short
memory; last week at this time when
the Speaker opened up the session of
the Congress, he announced that he
had signed the enrolled appropriation
bill for the Justice Department and
had sent it off to the President for his
signature.

So the Justice Department’s funding
until September 30, 1994, has already
been set by Congress.

It has already been set by Congress,
and unless the Appropriations Commit-
tee comes up with a supplemental ap-
propriation, there will not be one
penny appropriated for cops on the
beat until we deal with the budget for
fiscal year 1995 next year in the Con-
gress.

Second, if rescinding existing appro-
priations to fund cops on the beat was
so important as the chairman and the
OMB Director Panetta have said, where
is their bill for the rescission? That bill
has not come to the Congress yet. We
are going to adjourn before Thanks-
giving without acting on a rescission
bill.

So there is not going to be the money
to reallocate. So this is all a sham; it
is passing a piece of paper that gives
people the impression that there will
be Federal funds for cops on the beat in
some number when in fact the appro-
priations pattern until next September
is already set.

Now, I just point out that you can
combine an appropriation in an author-
ization bill, and both Mr. McCoLLUM
and I have done so. His bill contains
the 5 percent reduction in administra-
tive expenses in executive agencies;
less bureaucrats and more cops.

My bill uses the unobligated expendi-
tures and a whole list of agencies that
have been identified on a bipartisan
basis, and uses that money, which is
not going to be spent, to provide more
COpSs.
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Your bill does not provide one more
cop, as the director of the Congres-
sional Budget Office has said.

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. I yield to
the gentleman from New York.

Mr. SCHUMER. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding to me,

Mr. Speaker, I first make the point
that the rescission bill is here; the
money will be there shortly.

Second, as everyone who has worked
in this Chamber for a mere few months
knows, and I know my colleague, who
is an expert on legislative procedure,
knows, we do not appropriate before we
authorize. And as for the great Repub-
lican method of paying for the bill, the
McCollum bill says, ‘“‘Let’s cut admin-
istrative expenses 5 percent across the
board.” Where? Which people are you
going to cut?

Perhaps they should be cut. It is very
easy—you want to talk about fooling
the people—it is very easy to get up
and say, ‘‘Let's cut administrative ex-
penses,”” and this Chamber has done
that for decades, and the administra-
tive expenses are never cut.

I would argue to the gentleman—

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. If the gen-
tleman would yield—

Mr. SCHUMER. It is the gentleman’s
time, but if I might just finish——

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Are not the
President and the First Lady attempt-
ing to cut administrative expenses in
their health care reform bill to help
pay for it?

Mr. SCHUMER. I would say to the
gentleman that, again, until—and I
have said this about the health care
bill as well—

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Reclaiming
my time, the answer is “yes."”

Mr. SCHUMER. Why did the gen-
tleman ask me the question if he wants
to answer it himself?

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Reclaiming
my time, I think the gentleman from
New York is trying to sell us a bridge
in Brooklyn. And according to the
CBO, there is not any money to pay for
it.

Mr. McCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. I yield to
the gentleman from Florida [Mr.
McCoLLuM].

Mr. McCOLLUM. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, my bill on the adminis-
trative overhead expenses is very spe-
cific. It says, ‘‘The overhead expenses
identified and reduced by the Presi-
dent,” already, *“in Executive Order
12837 are hereby reduced by an addi-
tional 5 percent."” So all we are doing is
adding another 5 percent to the cut
your President has already agreed to
do. I think that is a priority that the
American public would buy any time,
any day, any place for more prisons.
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Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1'%
minutes to the gentleman from Vir-
ginia [Mr. ScorT], a distinguished
member of the committee.

Mr. SCOTT. I thank the chairman for
yielding this time to me.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to thank
the chairman of the committee and the
gentleman from New York [Mr. SCHU-
MER] for addressing crime prevention
and not waiting for crimes to occur be-
fore they take action.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 3355 will make
funds available to place additional po-
lice on the streets. These would be offi-
cers assigned to communities policing
divisions, many of whom will be walk-
ing the beats.

In my district, Mr. Speaker, a civic
group joined forces with the Ports-
mouth, VA, Police Department to pa-
trol their neighborhood. They brought
about an 82 percent reduction in crime
in that area.

Mr. Speaker, these are the types of
iniatives that work, they reduce crime,
and I encourage my colleagues to sup-
port this bill.

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1'%
minutes to the gentlewoman from Con-
necticut [Ms. DELAURO].

Ms. DELAURO. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding this time to me.

Mr. Speaker, people’s faith in govern-
ment begins with their confidence that
government can ensure their safety.
And let me tell you, that confidence is
rapidly slipping. Record number of
guns are on the street. Record numbers
of drugs are on the street. But cut-
backs in Federal aid to cities over the
past 12 years have created tremendous
financial pressures on cites and ham-
pered their ability to provide for the
public's safety.

Speaker, I have walked the
streets of my district with the cops
who are on that beat. On Monday I
talked to seventh grade children whose
parents will not let them play outside
because they are afraid they could be
killed. These kids normally do not
obey their parents, but these kids do
what their parents tell them because
they are scared.

The children tell of going to bed at
night to the sound of gunfire. This has
got to stop. Fear of death should not
govern childhood. Gunfire is not an ac-
ceptable lullaby. Putting more police
on the street is a critical first step to
returning our neighborhoods to the
people who live there. I have seen the
effects of community policing—its abil-
ity to restore public confidence and
safety. This is not a new idea. It is
something that we did 30 years ago.
And it is time to renew our commit-
ment to it.

That is what this bill does. It re-
stores the Federal commitment to
helping provide for public safety. It
will fund hiring of 50,000 more local po-
lice officers. And it will put cops back
on the street where they do the most
good.
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I urge my colleagues to support this
bill, and to help our children and their
parents live in safety, not in fear.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 22 minutes to the distin-
guished gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
HYDE].

Mr. HYDE. I thank the gentleman for
yielding this time to me.

Mr. Speaker, I cannot help but notice
that that splendid 10-gallon hat over on
the table of the Democratic side. I won-
der if we are going to have a lottery
and perhaps pull out the names of the
cities that will be so fortunate as to
get these policemen. I think they could
be used up in New York, Chicago, San
Francisco, and the District of Colum-
bia. I would like to think that other
municipalities might have access to
them, if the larger cities don't exhaust
their numbers.

Let me also say that looking at that
splendid chapeau reminds me of that
well-known saying that, “This is all
hat and no cattle,” because we are nib-
bling around the edges of a major prob-
lem that causes anxieties throughout
the country, crime, and we have these
five nice little minimalist bills that
will not bring any criminals to their
knees.

We are witnessing firsthand what can
only gently be called Democrat dis-
array in their failed efforts to launch
major crime legislation.

It is a shame, and I know the chair-
man has tried his best, that the various
factions of the Democratic Party are so
centrifugally directed that they cannot
effectively come to grips with this im-
portant problem.
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What we are seeing is gridlock as an
intramural, not necessarily an inter-
party phenomenon.

Now, Republicans stand ready to cast
votes with any and all factions of the
Majority Party who might just want a
strong efficacious crime bill, a crime
bill that sets clear and unmistakable
policies that unlawful behavior which
endangers the property, the health and
the lives of law-abiding citizens, will
not be tolerated.

We are looking for crime legislation
that deals with the major issues, the
death penalty, mandatory minimum
sentences, habeas corpus reform, exclu-
sionary rule reform, public corruption,
and the construction of new prisons.

These unfunded feel-good peripheral
measures being considered today are a
major disappointment to the people of
the United States who have a right to
demand leadership from this Congress.

When I contemplate the size and the
dimension of the crime problem in our
cities and I look at these marginal lit-
tle bills, I can only think of the words
of the immortal Peggy Lee, ‘‘Is that all
there is?"

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from Or-
egon [Ms. FURSE].
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Ms. FURSE. Mr. Speaker, there is an
African saying that it takes the whole
village to raise a child. We can expand
that sentiment to say that it takes the
whole community to protect the com-
munity.

This bill seeks to support community
policing it both rural and urban com-
munities.

No police force no matter how large
or well funded can make a community
safe without the cooperation of the
community members. We must involve
those most effected by the problem of
crime to solve the crime problem.

I congratulate the committee for see-
ing the benefit to community policing
and providing the necessary tools to do
the job right. But it is not enough to
just provide money and then expect the
police to do the rest. Communities, and
that means all of us, must join the po-
lice in weaving a seamless web of con-
cern. Only then will our streets become
safe again and our business areas prof-
itable.

Our police deserve the best training
and equipment available. We must
spend what is needed, the cold war is
over, it is time to realize that true na-
tional security must be achieved at
home.

The police chiefs and sheriffs of the
First District of Oregon are united in
their support of the community polic-
ing. I join them in that support.

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. NADLER], a distinguished
member of the full committee.

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Speaker, I con-
gratulate both the chairman of the
committee and the chairman of the
subcommittee for bringing these bills
to the floor today as separate bills.

After a lot of time of talk, but no ac-
tion, we are providing hundreds of mil-
lions of dollars for alternative punish-
ments, to provide certainty of punish-
ment for young offenders. We are pro-
viding money for substance abuse
treatment for Federal prisoners and for
State prisoners, when we know that up
to 80 percent of our crimes are drug re-
lated.

We are providing over 33 billion to
hire 50,000 more police officers for com-
munity police, very specific, real ac-
tions that will lower crime in our com-
munities.

There are some controversial sub-
jects that have been put off from this
bill. The death penalty will be in an-
other bill that will be here shortly.

Habeas corpus I feel very strongly
about.

So without any Republican votes for
a bill that dealt with those subjects, we
could not get a bill like that. So what
the committee has done is to separate
out very specific provisions that can
deal with crime that we can pass now.
We will have the death penalty, which
I will vote against and the House will
pass next week, and we will pass some
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real intelligent affirmative actions to
deal with crime.

Mr. Speaker, I thank the committee
chairman for yielding me this time.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself the balance of the
time.

The gentleman from New York [Mr.
NADLER] was not here last year. There
are Republicans who are able and will-
ing to vote for it. The gentleman from
Minnesota [Mr. RAMSTAD] is one of
them; but the gentleman from New
York also has not been listening to this
debate.

The gentleman says we are providing
all this money. None of these bills pro-
vides a dime. It is wait until next year
while our streets are red in blood until
Congress gets around to the fiscal year
1995 appropriations, or some rescission
bill that is in the bowels of the Office
of Management and Budget.

So let us be real in what we are not
doing here.

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the distinguished gentleman
from Oklahoma [Mr. SYNAR], an out-
standing member of the Committee on
the Judiciary.

Mr. SYNAR. First of all, Mr. Speak-
er, let me commend both the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. SCHUMER]
and the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
Brooks] for this excellent piece of leg-
islation.

Today the House considers five bills
that will provide vital Federal assist-
ance in the war on crime. It is critical
that we move quickly to pass this leg-
islation, so Congress can respond to the
violent crime that threatens to over-
whelm the peace-loving citizens of our
Nation.

I, like others, am disappointed that
we are not considering H.R. 3131, the
comprehensive crime package intro-
duced last month Judiciary Committee
Chairman BROOKS. That legislation en-
compasses many issues, such as habeas
corpus reform, the Brady bill and Fed-
eral death penalties, that must be ad-
dressed during this Congress. Failure
to resolve these issues will ultimately
weaken the response we make to crime
in our country. I fully understand,
however, the necessity to move forward
on the critical funding programs before
us today while Members on both sides
of the aisle have time to further study
some of the more contentious crime is-
sues in H.R. 3131.

While I appreciate the time Members
need for further study, one issue—the
Brady bill waiting period legislation—
must not be delayed any longer. This
legislation has been before Congress for
more than 6 years. In the time that
this bill has been before Congress,
150,000 men, women, and children have
lost their lives in handgun fire. Fur-
ther delay means more needless deaths.
I am encouraged to learn that Chair-
man BROOKS plans to move quickly on
the Brady bill and I strongly support
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the goal of having the Brady bill on the
President’s desk before the end of the
first session.

Today's funding bills will make a
real and immediate impact on crime in
America. Among other things, the leg-
islation before us will put more cops on
the beat in our communities, provide
funding for safe schools, grant States
the resources to attack the growth of
youth gangs, provide substance abuse
treatment for prisoners in order to pre-
vent repeat crime and provide funding
for boot camps, community service
programs and other innovative alter-
natives to incarceration.

I am especially interested in making
sure that the Federal funding in these
bills, particularly in the “‘cops on the
beat' bill, is administered in a manner
that ensures money is distributed to
those areas of the country that may
have the largest problems but may not
necessarily have the largest popu-
lations.

Crime happens in small towns and
rural areas too, and it often occurs in
greater proportion than in more popu-
lated regions. I am appreciative of the
efforts and cooperation by Chairman
Brooks, Crime Subcommittee Chair-
man SCHUMER, Mr. HUGHES, and others
on the Judiciary Committee who have
worked with me to make sure all re-
gions of our country are well-served by
this legislation.

I urge all Members to vote for these
bills so we can get on with the business
of fighting crime. While crime does not
pay, it also does not wait.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, the five anticrime
measures that are before us today constitute
an important step in the war on crime. | sup-
port these five anticrime measures which will
put more cops on beat patrol; establish effec-
tive, alternative punishment programs for
young offenders like boot camp, shock incar-
ceration and community service; provide alter-
native activities for youth so they do not join
gangs; and provide drug treatment to pris-
oners so that once released they do not return
to a life of crime because they are drug de-
pendent.

It is imperative that we help stem the surge
of crime and violence that is sweeping the Na-
tion and robbing all of us of our fundamental
sense of security. We, as legislators, have a
duty to protect this right to live without fear.

Clearly, Mr. Speaker, there are other trou-
bling problems we must address. For exam-
ple, a large number of crimes are committed
by a relatively small number of career crimi-
nals. We must also recognize that hard-
pressed States and localities need additional
resources to keep incarcerated those violent
criminals who have been lawifully appre-
hended, prosecuted, and convicted. | hope
this Congress will debate and enact measures
that address further these underlying prob-
lems.

Mr. COYNE. Mr. Speaker, | support H.R.
3355, the Community Policing Act, a bill that
will help to put more cops on the beat in com-
munities across our Nation. This bill responds
to the demands of local governments who
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know that putting more police on the streets is
one of the best ways available to combat
crime.

Today the House has an opportunity to help
American communities by providing grants to
fund up to 50,000 police officers. Enacting this
bill offers a practical and common sense ap-
proach to combating crime. More police on the
streets offers an increased deterrent against
criminal activity and improves the chances of
a criminal being caught when a crime is com-
mitted.

This bill authorizes a total of $3.45 billion in
Federal grants for community policing pro-
grams through fiscal 1999. In the first year of
this program, fiscal year 1994, a total of $200
million would be authorized, and $650 million
is authorized in each of fiscal years 1995
through 1999. Up to 60 percent of the grants
would be available each fiscal year for State
applications on behalf of local governments,
with the remaining 40 percent reserved for ap-
plications made directly to the Justice Depart-
ment by municipalities with populations above
100,000.

This level of funding authorization will sup-
port the hiring of additional police officers in
communities across our Nation, Local law en-
forcement agencies will be helped in their ef-
forts to serve and protect our fellow citizens
from the scourge of criminal activity in our
streets. Grants provided as a result of this bill
can be used to hire and train new law enforce-
ment officers for community-policing, and to
rehire police who have been laid off. Local law
enforcement agencies will be able to use
these funds to increase the level of crime pre-
vention programs in the community. In addi-
tion, police departments will be able to use
these funds to reduce the amount of time offi-
cers spend on administrative or judicial func-
tions in order to increase the availability of offi-
cers for duty out on the streets of local neigh-
borhoods.

The House has already expressed its sup-
port for funding community policing programs.
Last year, the House approved provisions
similar to H.R. 3555 as part of H.R. 3371, the
Omnibus Crime Control Act of 1992. | voted
for that bill which unfortunately died in the
Senate as a result of filibuster by a minority of
U.S. Senators. | commend the House Judici-
ary Committee for bringing this bill to the floor
today so that we can move forward once
again on this issue,

Mr. Speaker, the House should pass the
Community Policing Act. | urge my colleagues
to vote in favor of this legislation which will
help to make our streets safer for our fellow
Americans,

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Speaker, | rise in strong
support of H.R. 3355, H.R. 3351, H.R. 3353,
H.R. 3354 and H.R. 3350—the five measures
that make up the anticrime package. These
bills will give us real ways to keep drugs and
crime out of our homes, our neighborhoods
and our communities.

This anticrime package will provide cities
and towns across the country with the means
to put up to 50,000 more police officers on the
streets over the next 5 years. There are also
resources to develop crime prevention policies
and programs, and to address the special
crime, drug and alcohol problems that exist in
communities on our international borders and
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in our port cities and towns. To reduce the
number of repeat offenders, the package also
provides drug treatment for those inmates at
Federal and State prisons who need it.

We will also be able to respond to the
unique problems associated with youthful of-
fenders. We can place them in boot camps,
set up week-end incarceration programs and
require them to reimburse their victims and
serve in their communities. We will be able to
tackle the sale and use of illegal drugs by ju-
veniles, as well as gang activity, and replace
this kind of antisocial behavior with lawful,
constructive ventures like club activities, pro-
grams involving sports figures as mentors, and
drug treatment programs for youth who are in
the juvenile justice system.

Because crime is growing faster in rural
America than it is in our suburbs and cities,
the anticrime package provides for fair dis-
tribution of its resources to all areas of the
country. For example, hali of the increase in
community policing—more cops on the beat—
goes to cities and towns with fewer than
100,000 people. The anticrime package will
enable rural America to meet the challenge of
rapidly escalating crime.

The anticrime package will beef up local
crime fighting efforts. It will put more police of-
ficers on the beat. It will help the local police
officers who are on the front lines fighting
crime every day. It will send young criminals
to boot camps where they can learn the value
of hard work and community service, and to
be responsible to their victims for the pain
they inflict. It will get our kids off drugs and out
of gangs, and keep them there.

If we are going to reclaim our streets and
neighborhoods, we must equip our commu-
nities with the tools they need to put teeth in
the saying that “crime does not pay.” We
need to get tough on crime, and we need to
get tough on crime prevention.

If we are truly sick of just talking about this
issue, Chairman BrROOKS and the Judiciary
Committee have given us an opportunity to
begin doing something about it. We can act
here and now by passing this package and
delivering much-needed assistance to the
neighborhoods and communities across Amer-
ica that are being plagued by crime. |, whole-
heartedly, urge my colleagues to support this
initiative.

Mr. WISE. Mr. Speaker, today we are voting
on H.R. 3355, the Community Policing Act. At
a time when we are faced with increased vio-
lence and drug use, a bill that puts 50,000
more local police on the streets is what we
need. In my State we have seen Larry Hacker,
a State trooper, killed in the line of duty and
Sgt. James Flickinger, of Charles Town, saved
only by the bullet-proof vest he was wearing.
Additional cops on the beat may help to pre-
vent scenes like these from recurring.

These grants to State and local govern-
ments would be used to rehire police who
have been laid off, and to hire and train new
law enforcement officers for community-ori-
ented policing. For the people of West Virginia
this could mean over $4 million in additional
crime prevention. While West Virginia has the
lowest violent crime rate in the country this
does not mean that we don't have to pay at-
tention to prevention. | firmly believe that the
crime that you prevent is better than the crime
that becomes a statistic.
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Ms. WOOLSEY. Madam Speaker, | rise
today in strong support of the five anticrime
measures being considered today by the
House of Representatives. As the people of
Sonoma and Marin Counties know, crime is
on the rise—spreading into communities which
have previously been sheltered from the vio-
lence which pervades our Nation.

One month ago, Polly Klass, a 12-year-old
girl, was kidnapped at knifepoint from her
home in Petaluma, CA, while her mother slept
in a nearby room. In the past week, armed
teenagers robbed two people after breaking
into their homes in Santa Rosa and Windsor,
and there have been drive-by shootings in
Rohnert Park, Santa Rosa, and Healdsburg. In
Tiburon, CA, a doctor was the victim of a mail
bombing. A Marin City man was killed in an
armed robbery attempt, the fourth sibling to
die in a family of five. Marin and Sonoma
County residents, and people throughout the
country, are rising up and demanding that
something be done about the rash of violence.
We who represent them in Washington must
respond now.

Today, we are considering crime measures
which will place us on the path toward a solu-
tion to this crisis: Local governments will have
funds to put 50,000 more police officers on the
street; new programs such as boot camps,
weekend incarceration, and community service
will be developed to address young offenders;
and finally, programs will be implemented to
reduce drug-related gang activities.

As | have stated, Madam Speaker, | am in
strong support of these programs, but they are
only the beginning of what we can do to attack
the crime problem head-on. Sal Rosano, the
police chief of Santa Rosa, recently blamed
much of the increase in violence in our neigh-
borhoods on the fact that anyone can get a
gun. He said that 10 or 15 years ago, a Santa
Rosa police officer rarely found someone car-
rying a gun. Now, police in Santa Rosa find
someone carrying a gun almost every day. So
while | urge my colleagues to support the
measures before them today, | urge them
even more strongly to enact meaningful gun
control legislation now, and get guns out of
the hands of criminals.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
MONTGOMERY). The question is on the
motion offered by the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. BROOKS] that the House sus-
pend the rules and pass the bill, H.R.
3355, as amended.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the bill,
as amended, was passed.

ESTABLISHING A PROGRAM OF
RESIDENTIAL SUBSTANCE
ABUSE TREATMENT WITHIN FED-
ERAL PRISONS

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 3350) to establish a program of
residential substance abuse treatment
within Federal prisons as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 3350

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
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SECTION 1. SUBSTANCE ABUSE TREATMENT IN
FEDERAL PRISONS.

Section 3621 of title 18, United States Code,
is amended—

(1) in the last sentence of subsection (b), by
striking **, to the extent practicable,”; and

(2) by adding at the end the following new
subsection:

*'(e) SUBSTANCE ABUSE TREATMENT.—

*(1) PHASE-IN.—In order to carry out the
requirement of the last sentence of sub-
section (b) of this section, that every pris-
oner with a substance abuse problem have
the opportunity to participate in appropriate
substance abuse treatment, the Bureau of
Prisons shall provide substance abuse treat-
ment—

“/(A) for not less than 50 percent of eligible
prisoners by the end of fiscal year 1995, with
priority for such treatment accorded based
on an eligible prisoner's proximity to release
date;

*(B) for not less than 75 percent of eligible
prisoners by the end of fiscal year 1996, with
priority for such treatment accorded based
on an eligible prisoner’'s proximity to release
date; and

*(C) for all eligible prisoners by the end of
fiscal year 1997 and thereafter, with priority
for such treatment accorded based on an eli-
gible prisoner’'s proximity to release date.

*(2) INCENTIVE FOR PRISONERS' SUCCESSFUL
COMPLETION OF TREATMENT PROGRAM.—

*“(A) GENERALLY.—Any prisoner who, in
the judgment of the Director of the Bureau
of Prisons, has successfully completed a pro-
gram of residential substance abuse treat-
ment provided under paragraph (1) of this
subsection, shall remain in the custody of
the Bureau for such time (as limited by sub-
paragraph (B) of this paragraph) and under
such conditions, as the Bureau deems appro-
priate. If the conditions of confinement are
different from those the prisoner would have
experienced absent the successful completion
of the treatment, the Bureau shall periodi-
cally test the prisoner for substance abuse
and discontinue such conditions on deter-
mining that substance abuse has recurred.

*(B) PERIOD OF cUSTODY.—The period the
prisoner remains in custody after success-
fully completing a treatment program shall
not exceed the prison term the law would
otherwise require such prisoner to serve, but
may not be less than such term minus one
year.

**(3) REPORT.—The Bureau of Prisons shall
transmit to the Committees on the Judiciary
of the Senate and the House of Representa-
tives on January 1, 1995, and on January 1 of
each year thereafter, a report. Such report
shall contaln—

'(A) a detailed quantitative and quali-
tative description of each substance abuse
treatment program, residential or not, oper-
ated by the Bureau;

“(B) a full explanation of how eligibility
for such programs is determined, with com-
plete information on what proportion of pris-
oners with substance abuse problems are eli-
gible, and

“(C) a complete statement of to what ex-
tent the Bureau has achieved compliance
with the requirements of this title.

‘(4) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There are authorized to be appropriated in
each fiscal year such sums as may be nec-
essary to carry out this subsection.

*(5) DEFINITIONS.—As used In this sub-
section—

“(A) the term ‘residential substance abuse
treatment’ means a course of individual and
group activities, lasting between 6 and 12
months, in residential treatment facilities
set forth from the general prison popu-
lation—
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**(1) directed at the substance abuse prob-
lems of the prisoner; and

“(i1) intended to develop the prisoner's
cognitive, behavorial, social, vocational, and
other skills so as to solve the prisoner’s sub-
stance abuse and related problems; and

‘“(B) the term ‘eligible prisoner' means a
prisoner who Is—

“(1) determined by the Bureau of Prisons
to have a substance abuse problem; and

*'(11) willing to participate in a residential
substance abuse treatment program.”.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. BRooOKS] will be recognized
for 20 minutes, and the gentleman from
Wisconsin [Mr. SENSENBRENNER] will be
recognized for 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. BROOKS].

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may require.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of H.R.
3350, which passed the Committee on
the Judiciary by a vote of 34 to 1.

H.R. 3350 requires the Federal Bureau
of Prisons to establish a 4-year sched-
ule to place all eligible prisoners into
residential substance abuse treatment
programs. Eligible prisoners are de-
fined as those with substance abuse
problems who are willing to participate
in the program.

Studies have repeatedly shown that
recidivism rates fall dramatically when
prisoners with drug problems get the
drug treatment they need to break
their addictions before they get back
on the streets.

We all know that a great deal of
crime is committed to feed drug addic-
tions. This substance abuse treatment
program—by decreasing drug and other
substance dependencies—should lead to
a corresponding decrease in the levels
of crime.

Mr. Speaker, the President and the
Attorney General have recognized—in-
deed, have emphasized—the great im-
portance of such programs. I am in-
formed that the Federal Bureau of
Prisons supports the program as well.
It is high time that we break the de-
structive cycle of drug addiction and
crimes of violence so that we can have
a safer and more secure America for all
our people. The money authorized for
this Federal program will be money
well spent, and I urge my colleagues to
support H.R. 3350.

Mr. Speaker, this is an authorization
coming out of the Committee on the
Judiciary, which is an authorizing
committee. We do not appropriate the
money. I would be delighted if you
would give me that authority as well,
but that is not going to be likely, so
this is an authorization only, and un-
less you want to pay for it yourselves,
it will have to be done by the Appro-
priations Committee, and I trust that
they will.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Speaker, this is the least con-
troversial of the bills relating to crime

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

that will be before us this afternoon.
Let me assure the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. BrRoOOKS] that this bill has
my wholehearted support, because in
my opinion the authorization con-
tained in here can very easily be ab-
sorbed in the Bureau of Prison's appro-
priation that has already been passed.

What this bill does is that it requires
on a phased-in basis that Federal pris-
oners be given drug treatment and de-
toxification in the period of time im-
mediately prior to their release from
prison on the grounds that if they have
taken the treatment program and have
been detoxified, they will be less likely
to engage in a life of crime upon re-
lease, because they will not have to go
and attempt to steal the money in an
attempt to feed a drug habit.
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I think that this is a very worthwhile
proposal, and it is one that is directly
designed to get into one of the biggest
problems in our ecriminal justice sys-
tem, and that is the revolving prison
door where people who have been con-
victed and sentenced to prison for the
commission of violent crimes end up
coming out of prison committing an-
other violent crime, and they go right
back in. So, I think that this legisla-
tion is a step in the right direction to
take away one of the incentives to go
back to a life of crime, and that is to
rob and kill in order to get money to
feed a drug habit, and I hope that this
legislation passes.

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. I yield to
the gentleman from Illinois.

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. SEN-
SENBRENNER] for yielding, and I just
have a question about this bill.

As I read lines 10 through 13 on page
3, Mr. Speaker, it seems to me that one
can get their prison sentence reduced.
The possibility exists that, if one suc-
cessfully completes this program,
which is fine, that the carrot evidently
in front of one’s nose is that they can
get their prison term reduced up to a
yvear.

Is that correct?

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. That is what
is stated in the bill, but that is in the
discretion of the Bureau of Prisons on
whether or not the prisoner's term
ought to be reduce upon completion of
the program.

Mr. HYDE. Well, it just seems to me,
if the gentleman would continue to
yield, that it is an inducement that
may well draw a false application from
people seeking the opportunity to get
their time reduced. All of these addic-
tions require a strong effort of will to
want to recover, whether it is alcohol-
ism or whether it is drugs, and if the
motive for getting in the program is to
get their sentences reduced, I think we
may be spending some money in a rath-
er hollow, empty, unproductive way.
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Mr. Speaker, I wish this part of the
legislation were not in here so that
this really would just confine itself to
providing treatment for substance
abuse.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. If I had my
druthers, I would not have this provi-
sion in the bill either, but, as the gen-
tleman from Illinois is aware, the pro-
cedures under which the chairman of
the committee, the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. BROOKS], is bringing the bill
up on the floor does not allow an
amendment to strike this provision
out. I believe that, if this issue ever
gets into a conference committee,
there should be a major effort to strike
the provision out.

Mr. HYDE. However the gentleman
from Wisconsin still thinks this is
worth passing, that the good in this
bill outweighs the guestionable provi-
sion of getting sentences shortened.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. I do.

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman
from Minnesota [Mr. RAMSTAD].

Mr. RAMSTAD. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr.
SENSENBRENNER] for yielding this time
to me.

Mr. Speaker, I rise to express my
deep disappointment that those con-
trolling the Committee on the Judici-
ary cannot even pass out the major
anticrime bill. They have a 21 to 14 ma-
jority on the committee. I told the
chairman my vote was there to move a
major, comprehensive, anticrime bill.
Nonetheless, what we have today,
merely these wish list grant programs,
rather than a comprehensive bill that
balances prevention and punishment,
these bills are at best, including the
one before us that we are debating at
present, merely is a small part of the
solution. We need to effectively re-
spond to the violent crime plaguing our
streets in a comprehensive, pragmatic
way. We needmore than what is before
this body today. I believe, by passing
these bills today, we risk sending a
message that they alone are an ade-
quate answer to our Nation's violent
crime problem.

Mr. Speaker, yesterday’s election re-
sults made it abundantly clear the
American people are fed up with crime
and violence. They want strong
anticrime measures for a change. They
are fed up with liberal policies that
coddle criminals, and they are fed up
with politicians who come here finding
excuses for criminals.

Nowhere was the public's anger to-
ward violent crime more evident than
in the State of Washington where by a
three to one margin citizens voted to
lock up three-time violent offenders for
life, “Three strikes and you're out."
Three violent felonies, and the voters
of Washington said they will throw
away the key. This landslide support
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for tough sentencing should wake up
the Members of this body. Clearly law-
abiding Americans have lost patience
for those violent criminals who com-
mit not one, not two, but three violent
felonies, and, if the Committee on the
Judiciary had acted more responsibly, I
was prepared to offer the three-time-
loser amendment to Federal law. But
today our hands are tied. We have no
opportunity to craft a crime bill with
the death sentence, more prison space
and habeas corpus reform.

Mr. Speaker, just last week a 21-year-
old student in my district was brutally
bludgeoned to death at a sandwich shop
where he worked trying to earn money
so he could go to college and marry. He
had just been given a second chance at
life this past summer when he had a
brain tumor removed, and he was re-
covering from that surgery. It was his
fiancee who found him lying in a pool
of blood near a garbage dumpster beat-
en beyond recognition, beyond even his
financee's.

Mr. Speaker, the savages who com-
mitted this heinous deed have sac-
rificed their right to live in a civil soci-
ety, and they deserve the death pen-
alty. This body does not have that pro-
vision before it. There is no com-
prehensive crime bill because of the
failure of the Committee on the Judici-
ary.

I think that playing politics with
crime is a disgrace to the American
people. Americans are fed up with pick-
ing up the newspapers day after day to
read about another drug related kill-
ing, another brutal sexual assault, an-
other innocent child’'s life snuffed out
by a stray bullet.

But where are the violence-against-
women provisions that the gentle-
woman from Colorado [Mrs. SCHROE-
DER] worked so hard on and that she
reached out to our side, and I was
working with her, and the gentle-
woman from New York [Ms. MOLINARI]
and the gentleman from Florida [Mr.
McCoLLUM] to try to craft and amend
onto the omnibus crime bill? We do not
even have a chance to vote on those vi-
olence-against-women provisions, and
believe me, the women of America de-
serve action on that legislation.

Mr. Speaker, the American people
are truly fed up with the excuses from
politicians that we do not have enough
prison space. The cops are sick and
tired of the criminal justice system
where the average violent felon serves
only 37 percent of his or her sentence,
37 percent because the politicians tell
them that there is not enough prison
space. Congress does not have the re-
gional prison provisions to consider
today because there is no comprehen-
sive crime bill.

Mr. Speaker, we truly need to put
politics aside in this body. We need to
take off our Republican hats and our
Democrat hats and deal in a bipartisan
way to address this crime problem.
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This is a serious problem, and the peo-
ple of America deserve nothing less.
They are sick and tired of the partisan
politics, the name calling, the finger
pointing, and the crime issue is an
issue that deserve better. Only passage
of a comprehensive anticrime bill, one
that balances punishment and preven-
tion, will truly respond to our Nation’s
crime problem. This bill before us pres-
ently for more drug treatment provi-
sions is a small step in the right direc-
tion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
MONTGOMERY). The time of the gen-
tleman from Minnesota [Mr. RAMSTAD]
has expired.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. I yield 1 ad-
ditional minute to the gentleman from
Minnesota, and I ask him to yield for a
question.

Mr. RAMSTAD. Mr, Speaker, I yield
to the gentleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. During the
last Congress the gentleman worked
quite hard to include in the crime bill
a national registry of child sexual
abusers as a result of the tragic kid-
naping and disappearance of Jacob
Wetterly who is a constituent of his.
What has happened to that idea in this
debate?

Mr. RAMSTAD. Because of the in-
ability of the committee to move a
comprehensive crime bill, the Jacob
Wetterly provision is not before this
body. We do not have a chance to pro-
tect children through that long over-
due national registration system of
convicted child sex offenders.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. In other
words, the Jacob Wetterly provision,
that has been referred to subcommit-
tee, too.

Mr. RAMSTAD. It has been referred
to subcommittee, and I will give the
chairman of the subcommittee credit
because he has assured me, the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. SCHUMER]
has assured me, that the subcommittee
will act on that bill separately prior to
the end of the year.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I thank the gentleman from Min-
nesota.

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as she may consume to the
gentlewoman from Florida [Mrs.
MEEK].

Mrs. MEEK. Mr. Speaker and Mem-
bers of this august body, I sat here and
listened to the debate regarding this
crime package, and I would like to go
on record as saying that any part of a
crime package will be heralded by the
people in this country, by the Amer-
ican public.
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I come from a district where little
Peaches was killed by someone spray-
ing for someone else. I come from an
area where children cannot play on the
playground. I come from an area and I
work here in an area where children
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plan for their own funerals before they
are 12 years old.

Can we afford to wait until we get a
comprehensive package of a package
that meets all the needs of each of us?
I say that is fine when we get it, but we
must start somewhere.

I want to commend the Committee
on the Judiciary. I want to commend
the chairman, the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. BROOKS], for having taken
the first step and not waiting for more
children to be killed and for more drug
abusers to be on the street.

Yes, I am in favor of drug treatment
for prisoners because I know recidivism
is based on the fact that once they get
out, they go back to their drug habits
if they are not treated. We need treat-
ment for drugs. We need it in prisons as
well as in other segments of the public.

We can sit here all day long and de-
bate this guestion, but the American
public cannot wait until we do that.
Yes, it must be authorized first. We all
understand the process. This commit-
tee has authorized it, and now the Ap-
propriations Committee must look for
the money to fund it. We know the
process. I say, stick to it, try to save
the people, and stop worrying about
procedural matters that delay this
fight against crime.

We need more cops on the street. If
you do not believe that, I ask you to
follow me for 1 day, maybe not in your
district but follow me in mine from day
to day.

We cannot afford to lose any more
lives because we are looking at how our
package looks, to say that it is all pro-
liferated. It is not proliferated; it is fo-
cused, and if everyone will look at
what is happening in this country, they
will understand.

Mr. Speaker, let us get at it a little
bit at a time. If the chairman cannot
pass it, then we should tie this package
a little bit at a time. I say, let.us get
at it, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from New Jersey [Mr. HUGHES],
chairman of the subcommittee.

Mr. HUGHES. Mr. Speaker, I have
listened to a lot of Fourth of July
speeches today about not having a
comprehensive crime control bill from
some of the Members who have seen
comprehensive crime control bills go
down the tube over controversial is-
sues.

We did not have a comprehensive
crime control act last year, for the
simple reason that there were a num-
ber of controversial provisions, includ-
ing habeas corpus, that sunk the entire
package, so we ended up with nothing.
I remember, because I chaired the Sub-
committee on Crime back in the early
1980's when we had a very lovely com-
prehensive crime-control bill that
again was sunk because the Senate
tacked on some controversial provi-
sions and the whole bill went down the
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tube and we did not end with the drug
czar at that point or product tamper-
ing or a modification of the arson stat-
ute and a whole host of other issues
that were in that crime-control bill.
Frankly, I was surprised that the
chairman went as far as he did in try-
ing to keep it together. Nobody worked
any harder than the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. BRoOOKS], the chairman of
the committee, did in trying to keep
the bill intact. Frankly, I marveled at
the fact that he did not send it to the
various subcommittees, take out the
controversial provisions, and pass what
we could when we could and then have
the subcommittees work their will,
which incidentally, I say to my col-
leagues who know this very well, is the
process around here. We always send
them to subcommittee and let the sub-
committees work their will, and they
do.

We are debating some provisions that
strengthen the residential substance
abuse treatment program. Is anybody
opposed to that here today? Does any-
body believe we should not be treating
inmates who have substance abuse
problems when they are in jail? If they
do, stand up. Is there anybody?

Mr, HYDE. Yes.

Mr. HUGHES. The gentleman does
not think we should treat people who
have drug problems for their problems
when they are in prison?

Mr. HYDE. Yes, I think we should,
but we should not and then give them
a year off—

Mr. HUGHES. Mr. Speaker, I reclaim
my time. I thought the gentleman op-
posed that concept.

Mr. HUGHES. Part of the problem is,
I say to my colleagues who are making
all these speeches today—and they
know this—that the difficulty is we
have people coming into the system
today with mental problems, psy-
chiatric problems, and psychological
problems who have no skills, no edu-
cation, and who have drug problems,
and we turn them out without skills,
without education, and with the same
drug problems and the same mental
and psychiatric problems they had be-
fore. So it is no wonder that they are
back in 5 or 6 months.

We need to get smart, and this is one
component that I happen to support
very strongly, because I believe we
have to do a better job of dealing with
the problems of inmates when they are
in the system. It is disgraceful that al-
most a third of the inmate population
are beyond our reach. We have some
80,000 in the Federal system who have
drug problems, and we can only reach
35,000 of them. These are people that
we are often cutting loose with drug
problems to go back into society when
they have served their sentences, and
they go back with the very same prob-
lems they came into the system with.
So it should not be any wonder that we
bust them again in 5 or 6 months for
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the very same property crimes they
committed before they went to prison
for drug-related offenses. I say, come
on. What we are doing is strengthening
it, and this is a good initiative.

I salute the chairman of the Crime
and Criminal Justice Subcommittee
for these strengthening provisions.
They deserve the overwhelming sup-
port of the House.

1, too, support a lot of the other ini-
tiatives my colleagues on the other
side of the aisle support in the com-
prehensive crime control bill, and I am
going to work with them to try to pass
those provisions when they are before
the House. Today we are talking about
this one component.

Mr. Speaker, this is a good bill. I
urge my colleagues to support it.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
MONTGOMERY). The Chair wishes to
state that the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. BrROOKS] has 12 minutes remain-
ing, and the gentleman from Wisconsin
[Mr, SENSENBRENNER] has 10 minutes
remaining.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself 1 minute.

Mr., Speaker, the Congress has been
in session since January 5, and there
was plenty of time for the committee
and the subcommittees of the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary to hold hearings
and to reach conclusions on controver-
sial issues like the death penalty, ha-
beas corpus reform, violence against
women, victims' rights, and prison con-
struction. Today we have been in ses-
sion just 2 days short of 10 months, and
none of these committees has taken ac-
tion on any of these issues.

We Republicans have no say whatso-
ever about the scheduling of commit-
tee and subcommittee sessions. That is
the prerogative of the majority party,
and their failure to complete legisla-
tive action on issues such as this is one
of the reasons why we have this prob-
lem today where we are passing five
relatively minor bills in terms of the
whole concept of anticrime legislation
and saying that we should wait until
next year to handle the major bills.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the
gentleman from New Mexico [Mr.
SCHIFF].

Mr. HUGHES. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield to me just briefly?

Mr. SCHIFF. I yield to the gentleman
from New Jersey.

Mr. HUGHES. Mr. Speaker, the fact
of the matter is that these provisions
were not sent to the subcommittees be-
cause this chairman believed he could
keep it intact and take it up in full
committee. I thought it was wonderful
if he could or if he thought he could do
that. I never thought he could do it
even though he is a great Member of
Congress and a distinguished chairman.
I thought it was taxing everybody's
credibility to believe that he could
keep it together in one piece, and it
turned out that he could not.
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Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Mr. SCHIFF. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr.
SENSENBRENNER] for yielding me this
time.

Mr. Speaker, I wish to rise in favor of
H.R. 3350, although with the modifica-
tion suggested by the gentleman from
Illinois. We already offer in the Federal
system good-time credit of up to 15 per-
cent off a sentence. Why not make that
a requirement of earning that 15 per-
cent instead of giving more time off
the sentence?

Mr. Speaker, I would like to com-
ment on the discussions that have been
going back and forth thus far about the
crime bill. First of all, I would point
out that H.R. 3350, like the last bill, is
an authorization, not an appropriation.
Like the last bill, unless the money is
found to implement it, it is just a piece
of paper, and it is an illusion on the
American people that we are doing
something on the basis of attacking
crime.

I want to join in the disappointment
that has been expressed that we are not
taking more action this year in the
fight against crime. The fact of the
matter is that for whatever reason we
have spent the entire year of 1993
watching the carnage all around us in
this country, and the majority has not
brought forth anything stronger than
the bills that are before us today.
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I want to express my personal dis-
appointment, because I think we could
have taken far more action in the time
that we have had.

I further want to comment that the
chairman of our Subcommittee on
Crime and Criminal Justice, the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. SCHUMER],
said that this procedure allows us to
consider the Brady bill next week, H.R.
1025. T want to express my respect for
the chairman, but my disappointment
in his priority that that is a bill that
we are rushing forward at a madcap
pace to try to enact this year, while we
leave aside far more significant legisla-
tion. Even from the point of view of the
supporters of the Brady bill, and I
know there are many, and I know it
may in fact pass, I cannot imagine that
the possible impact against crime is
going to be any more than minimal.
Because, the fact of the matter is that
the violent criminals that we have
been talking about here all morning
and all afternoon are not the kind of
individuals who buy firearms at li-
censed gun dealers.

It seems to me that we could have se-
lected more appropriate bills. I would
point out, however, that at best, at
best, there might be a minimal positive
effect from the Brady bill. My own
view is there is the opposite point of
view, which is that the loss of law en-
forcement resources and time, check-
ing out honest citizens who want to
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purchase firearms, will make a net loss
of resources against violent erime.

My biggest complaint against the
Brady bill, however, is that although
this is legitimate complaint about
whether it be helpful or hurtful to law
enforcement, that Congress proposes in
this bill to make that choice for local
government.

The Brady bill as written says there
will be a 5-day waiting period in which
local police and sheriffs are ordered to
do this background check. It seems to
me that if we in Congress at the Fed-
eral level have decided that'this is ben-
eficial legislation, then we should pro-
vide a Federal law enforcement agency
to conduct this check, or we should re-
imburse the local governments for
doing it. It seems to me if we really be-
lieve that it will have a beneficial ef-
fect for law enforcement, that is ex-
actly what we would do. And the fail-
ure to do that, I think, raises the ques-
tion of the effectiveness of the bill.

But I want to say that although I op-
pose H.R. 1025, the Brady bill, I do not
oppose any and all regulation of fire-
arms. Quite to the contrary. One of the
most effective laws that we have on the
books today to prevent violent crime
from happening is the current Federal
law that makes it a crime for a con-
victed felon to be in possession of a
firearm.

I have to say, and I have to say with
the utmost regret, that although I have
asked the Department of Justice for
weeks and weeks on end, in personal
contact, in letters, and in hearings, by
the Subcommittee on Crime and Crimi-
nal Justice, for a report on how they
are currently doing on enforcing that
law, how many cases have they accept-
ed? How many cases have they re-
jected? Why have they rejected them?
How many cases have they prosecuted
where a convicted felon is merely in
possession of a firearm and has not yet
committed a new crime? In other
words, use this law for preventive pur-
poses. The Department of Justice has
failed to answer.

I want to say that I think it is incon-
sistent, at the very least, for the De-
partment of Justice to be coming over
here and to testify in favor of the
Brady bill, which they do not have to
enforce, while at least until now they
cannot show me that they are inter-
ested in enforcing current criminal gun
control laws that are on the books, and
I think would be more effective.

I want to conclude by saying that if
there was only time to bring one bill
before this House between now and the
time we adjourn for the rest of the
year, my choice would have been truth
in sentencing, a concept we already
have in Federal law, a concept which
the Attorney General of the United
States has endorsed.

This is the concept that says across
the Nation, in the State prison sys-
tems, as well as the Federal system, a
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convicted criminal should serve at
least 85 percent of whatever sentence is
imposed upon that criminal by a judge
or by a jury. It does not call on a spe-
cific sentence. It just says that what-
ever the sentence is, it ought to be
served.

The fact of the matter is that the No.
1 problem in law enforcement is the
early release of violent criminals to
the street.

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to our leader, the gentleman
from Maryland [Mr. HOYER], the distin-
guished caucus chairman and a fine
Member.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of Chairman BROOKs' legisla-
tion which will place more police offi-
cers on the streets of America. Every-
one knows that criminals in our soci-
ety today have become more aggressive
and more violent.

Law enforcement personnel from all
over the country report the willingness
of individuals to resort to violence to
settle even the most minor disputes.
And while there are some very pressing
issues which are of concern to all
Americans in this country such as:
health care, unemployment, housing,
and the economy, there is no single
issue which evokes more passion or
concern among the American people as
crime.

At the community level, it is time to
increase the involvement of those who
serve daily on the frontlines fighting
this national crime epidemic. It has
been proven that serious crime de-
creases when law enforcement officials
are visible members of the commu-
nities in which they serve. Thus, com-
munity based policing is one highly ef-
fective measure which can combat the
daily atrocities which occur in so many
American towns and cities across this
Nation.

This will not solve the problem of
crime and violence on our streets. How-
ever, today we can take one step that
will help. You can't reason with thugs.
You stop them. And to do that, police
on the streets are essential.

That must be the first step. To re-
store order and protect our citizen's
lives and property. Second, Chairman
BROOKS has introduced other bills that
I support which attempt to go beyond
the immediate problem and address
some of the underlying causes of crime.

Mr. Speaker, yesterday in my dis-
trict I met with the heads of police de-
partments, State's attorneys, Frater-
nal Order of Police presidents, the U.S.
attorney, and the attorney general for
our State. There was unanimous agree-
ment that we must do more than sim-
ply put more police on the streets.
They strongly supported, and I com-
mend you for bringing to the floor
today, legislation that will provide
drug treatment programs and alter-
native punishment for nonviolent
youths.
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These programs can give a sense of
self-worth, a job skill and help to these
youths as they return to the commu-
nity. The hope is that in doing so we
can prevent them from commiting
crime again. Antigang programs and
substance abuse programs for both
State and Federal prisoners will also
greatly assist law enforcement by try-
ing to break the cycle of crime.

Mr. Chairman, I support all of your
bills today and commend you for an ex-
cellent job in bringing them to the
floor before we recess this year.

In addition, I will introduce today
the Three Time Loser Act of 1993. This
measure would ensure that repeat vio-
lent offenders would receive life im-
prisonment when they have already
been convicted of two or more violent
offenses occurring on two separate oc-
casions. Again, we must break the
cycle of violence plaguing our streets
today.

These individuals, having been con-
victed of three separate violent crimes,
I believe, have forfeited their right to
be members of our society. They should
be off our streets—in jail—forever—
never to plague us again.

Taken together, these measures can
help to effectively reduce the high
level of eriminal activity in America
today. Mr. Speaker, I commend the
chairman and urge the adoption of all
of the bills under consideration today.

The legislation I referred to earlier
follows:

H.R. —

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1, SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the “Three-Time
Loser Act of 1993".

SEC. 2. LIFE IMPRISONMENT FOR THREE TIME
VIOLENT OFFENDERS.

Section 3581 of title 18, United States Code,
is amended by adding at the end the follow-
ing:

“(c) PUNISHMENT OF CERTAIN VIOLENT FEL-
ONS.—

**(1) GENERAL RULE.—Notwlithstanding any
other provision of this title or any other law,
in the case of a conviction for a Federal vio-
lent felony, the court shall sentence the de-
fendant to prison for life, If the defendant
has previously been convicted of two or more
other violent felonies, at least two of which
occurred during separate criminal episodes.

*(2) DEFINITION.—As used in this section
the term “‘violent felony' is a State or Fed-
eral crime of violence (as defined in section
16 of this title)—

‘(A) that involves the threatened use, use,
or the risk of use of physical force against
the person of another;

*(B) for which the maximum authorized
imprisonment exceeds one year; and

*(C) which 1s not designated a mis-
demeanor by the l#w that defines the of-
fense.

**(4) EFFECT ON DEATH PENALTY.—This sub-
section shall not be construed to prevent the
imposition of the death penalty.”.

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, 1 yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Virginia
[Mr. ScoTT].
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Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, again I
would like to thank the chairman of
the committee, the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. BROOKS], and the gentleman
from New York [Mr. SCHUMER], for
their leadership in this legislation.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 3350, the drug
treatment bill, will have an immediate
impact on our crime reduction efforts.
Substance abuse is closely linked with
convictions for violent crime. Sixty
percent of the Federal prisoners are
there because of some kind of drug in-
volvement. According to the Bureau of
Prisons, 20,000 prisoners have been des-
ignated as suffering from moderate to
severe drug abuse problems.

Mr. Speaker, if we are to discontinue
the revolving door and limit recidi-
vism, drug treatment will have to have
our strongest support. Holding them
longer and then letting them out with
the same drug problem they come in
with will not do the job. This bill will
constitute one of the most cost-effec-
tive crime prevention methods that we
could pass. Therefore, Mr. Speaker, I
would hope that we would support this
crime reduction bill by passing this
bill.

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. SCHUMER].

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, this bill is I think one
of the most important we could pass,
and I have been working on it for a
very long time.

Drug treatment, mandatory drug
treatment in the prisons, is something
I think we can all agree would do lots
of good. We have prisoners in our pris-
ons, so many of whom are committing
horrible and heinous crimes because
they are addicts. It makes no sense
whatsoever to send them out of prison
while they are still addicts and then
they commit more crimes.
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Particularly in light of the fact that
the studies have shown that drug treat-
ment, therapeutic drug treatment in
the prisons is remarkably effective, in
the prisons where it has been tried. The
National Drug Research Institute, a
Federal body that studies these things,
traced prisoners who came out of three
prisons, one in New York, one in Illi-
nois, and one in Oregon, and found that
79 percent did not commit a crime for
5 years after. Is that no incredible,
when we know that two-thirds of all
prisoners do commit crimes within sev-
eral years of getting out without drug
treatment.

In any case, this is a bill that really
works. I urge that we pass this bill.

One other thing I would say, the gen-
tleman from Illinois has brought up,
what about the reduction in sentence.
The coercive effects of the criminal
justice system, that if one does not get
through this, they go back to prison
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and they spend more time there, has
again been remarkably effective. So in
my judgment I would rather someone
serve in jail 8 years for armed robbery
and come out drug free than serve 9
years for armed robbery and still come
out a drug addict.

I think the bill has been well thought
out. The bill has many good points. It
is cost-effective. Again, it is one of
those parts of this bill that I know is
not controversial, but I would argue to
my colleagues, if we pass it and fund it,
and fund it we must, on this one I agree
with my colleague from Wisconsin,
that we better make sure there is fund-
ing in the appropriations bill next year
when it comes along, we will have done
more to reduce crime than so many of,
again, those arcane constitutional de-
bates on things like habeas corpus, ex-
clusionary rule, et cetera.

Our constituents will think we are fi-
nally doing our job on the crime issue.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield the balance of my time, 2
minutes, to the gentleman from Flor-
ida [Mr. McCoLLUM].

Mr. McCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding time
to me.

I first want to comment on the fact
that the gentleman from Maryland
[Mr. HOYER] a few minutes ago joined
ranks with us on a very important
proposition, we are happy to have him,
on the idea that was brought up by the
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr.
RAMSTAD] earlier the other night that
there is a need to put away for life
those who commit felonies three times
in a row, a three-time loser. That is
something that the gentleman from
Louisiana [Mr. LIVINGSTON] on our side
first introduced and is in our com-
prehensive crime bill. So we are de-
lighted to hear that the gentleman
from Maryland [Mr. HoYER] is joining
us on that.

My comment on this bill is, there is
nothing wrong with this bill. It is a
good bill. It gets at one portion of the
problem we have with the war on
drugs, a very important portion in our
Federal Prison System for treatment,
and I fully support this legislation.

What disturbs me is that we are look-
ing at an administration now that is
sending signals out that we may be re-
treating on some front on the war on
drugs. To fight that war on drugs we
need to continue to be comprehensive
in nature. We need to have a good
interdiction program; we need to have
a good program overseas. We need to
have a good program of taking the
criminal element off the streets, and
we need to have drug treatment.

One of the things we do not have in
the original crime bill the gentleman
from Texas introduced and is not, ap-
parently, in the President’s agenda is a
bill that would restore and place in the
law a death penalty for drug kingpins.
It was in the bill that we produced out
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of the House in the last Congress and
did not become law, but for some rea-
son the Clinton administration does
not favor this. They claim it is not
constitutional.

We have debated that. We debated it
before. It clearly is. One of the things
we can that is very important in the
war against drugs is to send a tough
message out there, “If you traffic in
large enough quantities of narcotics,
you are going to kill people; if you kill
people in that fashion, then you should
get the death penalty.” And we should
introduce that, and we should pass
that. And we should have the oppor-
tunity out here on the floor to vote on
it.

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. McCOLLUM. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Illinois.

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, on this bill,
however, I still would like the question
answered, why we have to shorten
somebody’'s sentence when they are in
jail for a serious crime and are taking
this substance abuse rehabilitation. I
thought cold turkey worked pretty
well. And when someone is in prison, it
ought to be tough to get drugs.

Last what about the Clinton health
program? Will not these prisoners get
drug rehabilitation anyway, and does
anybody know the answer to that?

These are interesting questions to
which we will not have time for an an-
swer.

Mr. McCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, re-
claiming my time, the gentleman
makes an excellent point. There are
some technical problems with this bill.
Overall, the thrust, however, there is
no problem on.

The issue is, we need to do more and
we need, in the war on drugs, not to re-
treat. That is a fear that I have from
what I have been hearing from down-
town in some of the statements dif-
ferent administration people have been
making about the war on drugs. We
need very badly to keep the pressure up
on all fronts.

The gentleman from New Jersey and
I passed important legislation to do
that before. I support this bill as it is,
but we need to do more.

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4
minutes and 30 seconds to the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. SCHUMER].

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding time to me.

I apologize for being in the Cloak-
room. I wanted to answer the gen-
tleman from Illinois.

The reason that we need incentives
to get the people into this drug treat-
ment is simply empirical. Therapeutic
drug treatment is a very difficult thing
to go through.

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. SCHUMER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Illinois.

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, they have to
want to get well, do they not? They
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have to want to get well. They do not
need the incentive of getting out early,
if they want to get clean. Is that not
true?

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Speaker, no, I
would not say that. They have to want
to get well.

What I would say to the gentleman is
this, therapeutic drug treatment, I
have been to these prisons. I come at
this from a perspective of being tough
on crime, as the gentleman knows I
am. I believe we must punish. We can-
not just have prevention without pun-
ishment. We need both.

But what I would say to the gen-
tleman is this,therapeutic drug treat-
ment as practiced not in prison and in
prison is the same. We have eight or
nine people in the room with a coun-
selor, and they tear each other apart
personally. I do not mean physically
but mentally and emotionally. They
figure out their weaknesses and their
lack of ability and confidence that
made them go into a life of drugs.

On the outside, and even in the best
of programs, most people leave. Phoe-
nix House considers it is successful if,
out of 10 who start, 4 finish. In a typi-
cal drug treatment program on the
outside, one in my district that is sup-
posed to be not the best but not the
worst, 3 out of every 100 finish, because
when they get to a crucial point about
what they did or what was done to
them that made them into an addict,
their parents beat them, whatever else,
they leave. They go home and resume a
life of drugs. It is easier. It is quicker.
It kills the pain.

But if they know that if they drop
out they go back to Sing Sing or back
to a high-security prison for the re-
mainder of their term, there is an in-
centive to do it. So what they want to
do is get prisoners to want to try it.

What happens in most of these, peo-
ple who apply are not those who want
to get well. Many of those people are
the ones who were taken care of on the
outside and not leading a life of crime.
They are applying because they might
get a small, and it is a small, reduction
insentence. They are applying because
they might be at a different facility
rather than one upstate, one far away
from their families. But then when
they start going through it, they get
hooked in and they get cured. Not all
of them get cured, but enough of them
that to me it is worth the gamble.

I would not want to see these people
not get any jail time or even get a slap-
on-the-wrist short jail time. But in a
long sentence, say, a 10-year sentence,
for instance, they get a reduction of 1
year if they successfully go through
this is incentive enough for me.

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, if the gen-
tleman will continue to yield, I agree
that this is a very useful program. But
I do not agree that the motive for get-
ting into it is going to be a very suc-
cessful one if it is to get their sentence
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shortened. They presumably have com-
mitted a serious crime, and we have a
tendency here that I think defines peo-
ple on this issue.
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That is, to deincarcerate people rath-
er than incarcerate them. To put the
time in prison to good use, I know of
programs where inmates learn to read.
They get a diploma, and that is won-
derful, but to give them time off be-
cause they got in the program seems to
me counterproductive.

Mr. SCHUMER. Reclaiming my time,
I understand what the gentleman is
saying. I would make two points. One
is, this is not mandatory time off, it is
an option, up to the prison authorities.

Second I would say to the gentleman
that the incentive is not to get into the
program, it is to stay in, it is to stay
in. We know no way to cure a drug ad-
dict as good as therapeutic treatment.
If they say, “It is another year or
two,” they may not drop out.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HEFNER). The question is on the motion
offered by the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. BrOOKS] that the House suspend
the rules and pass the bill, H.R. 3350, as
amended.

The question was taken.

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, on that I
demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 5 of rule I and the Chair's
prior announcement, further proceed-
ings on this motion will be postponed.

GRANTS FOR DEVELOPING ALTER-
NATIVE METHODS OF PUNISH-
MENT FOR YOUNG OFFENDERS

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 3351) to amend the Omnibus
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of
1968 to allow grants for the purpose of
developing alternative methods of pun-
ishment for young offenders to tradi-
tional forms of incarceration and pro-
bation, as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 3351

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. CERTAINTY OF PUNISHMENT FOR
YOUNG OFFENDERS.

(a) IN GENERAL—Title I of the Omnibus
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968
(42 U.8.C. 3711 et seq.), is amended)—

(1) by redesignating part Q as part R;

(b) by redesignating section 1701 as section
1801; and

(3) by inserting after part P the following:
“PART Q—ALTERNATIVE PUNISHMENTS

FOR YOUNG OFFENDERS
“SEC. 1701. GRANT AUTHORIZATION.

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—The Director of the Bu-
reau of Justice Assistance (referred to in this
part as the ‘Director’) may make grants
under this part to States, for the use by
States and units of local government in the
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States, for the purpose of developing alter-
native methods of punishment for young of-
fenders to traditional forms of incarceration
and probation,

‘(b) ALTERNATIVE METHODS.—The alter-
native methods of punishment referred to in
subsection (a) should ensure certainty of
punishment for young offenders and promote
reduced recidivism, crime prevention, and
assistance to victims, particularly for young
offenders who can be punished more effec-
tively in an environment other than a tradi-
tional correctional facility, including—

‘(1) alternative sanctions that create ac-
countability and certainty of punishment for
young offenders;

*Y(2) boot camp prison programs;

*(3) technical training and support for the
implementation and maintenance of State
and local restitution programs for young of-
fenders;

**(4) Innovative projects;

“*(5) correctional options, such as commu-
nity-based incarceration, weekend incarcer-
ation, and electronic monitoring of offend-
ers;

*(6) commmunity service programs that pro-
vide work service placement for young of-
fenders at nonprofit, private organizations
and community organizations;

*(T) demonstration restitution projects
that are evaluated for effectiveness; and

‘(8) innovative methods that address the
problems of young offenders convicted of se-
rious substance abuse (including alcohol
abuse, and gang-related offenses), including
technical assistance and training to counsel
and treat such offenders.

“SEC. 1702. STATE APPLICATIONS.

“{a) IN GENERAL.—(1) To request a grant
under this part, the chief executive of a
State shall submit an application to the Di-
rector in such form and containing such in-
formation as the Director may reasonably
require.

**(2) Such application shall include assur-
ances that Federal funds received under this
part shall be used to supplement, not sup-
plant, non-Federal funds that would other-
wise be avalilable for activities funded under
this part.

“(b) STATE OFFICE.—The office designated
under section 507 of this title—

‘(1) shall prepare the application as re-
quired under subsection (a); and

*(2) shall administer grant funds received
under this part, including review of spend-
ing, processing, progress, financial reporting,
technical assistance, grant adjustments, ac-
counting, auditing, and fund disbursement.
“SEC. 1703. REVIEW OF STATE APPLICATIONS.

‘{a) IN GENERAL.—The Director, in con-
sultation with the Director of the National
Institute of Corrections, shall make a grant
under section 1701(a) to carry out the
projects described in the application submit-
ted by such applicant under section 1702
upon determining that—

‘(1) the application is consistent with the
requirements of this part; and

**(2) before the approval of the application,
the Director has made an affirmative finding
in writing that the proposed project has been
reviewed in accordance with this part.

‘'(b) APPROVAL.—Each application submit-
ted under section 1702 shall be considered ap-
proved, in whole or in part, by the Director
not later than 45 days after first received un-
less the Director informs the applicant of
specific reasons for disapproval.

“{c) RESTRICTION.—Grant funds received
under this part shall not be used for land ac-
quisition or construction projects, other
than alternative faclilities described in sec-
tion 1701(b).
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*(d) DISAPPROVAL NOTICE AND RECONSIDER-
ATION.—The Director shall not disapprove
any application without first affording the
applicant reasonable notice and an oppor-
tunity for reconsideration.

“SEC. 1704. LOCAL APPLICATIONS.

‘“(a) IN GENERAL.—(1) To request funds
under this part from a State, the chief execu-
tive of a unit of local government shall sub-
mit an application to the office designated
under section 1701(b).

*(2) Such application shall be considered
approved, in whole or in part, by the State
not later than 45 days after such application
is first recelved unless the State informs the
applicant In writing of specific reasons for
disapproval.

*(3) The State shall not disapprove any ap-
plication submitted to the State without
first affording the applicant reasonable no-
tice and an opportunity for reconsideration.

‘‘(4) If such application is approved, the
unit of local government is eligible to re-
ceive such funds.

“{b) DISTRIBUTION TO UNITS OF LOCAL GOV-
ERNMENT.—A State that receives funds under
section 1701 in a fiscal year shall make such
funds available to units of local government
with an application that has been submitted
and approved by the State within 45 days
after the Director has approved the applica-
tion submitted by the State and has made
funds available to the State. The Director
shall have the authority to waive the 45-day
requirement in this section upon a finding
that the State Is unable to satisfy such re-
quirement under State statutes,

“SEC. 1705. ALLOCATION AND DISTRIBUTION OF
FUNDS.

‘({a) STATE DISTRIBUTION.—Of the total
amount appropriated under this part in any
fiscal year—

‘(1) 0.4 percent shall be allocated to each
of the participating States; and

*(2) of the total funds remaining after the
allocation under paragraph (1), there shall be
allocated to each of the participating States
an amount which bears the same ratio to the
amount of remaining funds described in this
paragraph as the number of young offenders
of such State bears to the number of young
offenders in all the participating States.

*{b) LOCAL DISTRIBUTION.—(1) A State that
recelves funds under this part in a fiscal year
shall distribute to units of local government
in such State for the purposes specified
under section 1701 that portion of such funds
which bears the same ratio to the aggregate
amount of such funds as the amount of funds
expended by all units of local government for
correctional programs in the preceding fiscal
year bears to the aggregate amount of funds
expended by the State and all units of local
government in such State for correctional
programs in such preceding fiscal year.

*(2) Any funds not distributed to units of
local government under paragraph (1) shall
be available for expenditure by such State
for purposes specifled under section 1701.

*(3) If the Director determines, on the
basis of Information avallable during any fls-
cal year, that a portion of the funds allo-
cated to a State for such fiscal year will not
be used by such State or that a State is not
eligible to receive funds under section 1701,
the Director shall award such funds to units
of local government in such State glving pri-
ority to the units of local government that
the Director considers to have the greatest
need.

*(c) GENERAL REQUIREMENT.—Notwith-
standing the provisions of subsections (a)
and (b), not less than two-thirds of funds re-
ceived by a State under this part shall be
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distributed to units of local government un-
less the State applies for and receives a
walver from the Director of the Bureau of
Justlce Assistance.

*/(d) FEDERAL SHARE.—The Federal share of
a grant made under this part may not exceed
75 percent of the total costs of the projects
described in the application submitted under
section 1702(a) for the fiscal year for which
the projects receive assistance under this
part.

“SEC. 1706. EVALUATION.

“(a) IN GENERAL.—(1) Each State and local
unit of government that receives a grant
under this part shall submit to the Director
an evaluation not later than March 1 of each
year in accordance with guidelines issued by
the Director and in consultation with the
National Institute of Justice.

**(2) The Director may waive the require-
ment specified in paragraph (1) if the Direc-
tor determines that such evaluation is not
warranted in the case of the State or unit of
local government involved.

‘{b) DISTRIBUTION,—The Director shall
make available to the public on a timely
basis evaluations received under subsection
(a).

“{c) ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS.—A State and
local unit of government may use not more
than 5 percent of funds it receives under this
part to develop an evaluation program under
this section.”.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The table of
contents of title I of the Omnibus Crime Con-
trol and Safe Streets Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C.
3711 et seq.), is amended by striking the mat-
ter relating to part Q and inserting the fol-
lowing:

“PART Q—GRANT ALTERNATIVE PUNISHMENTS
FOR YOUNG OFFENDERS

‘*Seec. 1701. Grant authorization.

“Sec, 1702. State applications.

“‘Sec. 1703. Review of State applications.

“*Sec. 1704, Local applications.

“*Sec. 1705. Allocation and distribution of
funds.

“*Sec. 1706. Evaluation.

“PART R—TRANSITION—EFFECTIVE DATE—
REPEALER

‘*Sec. 1801. Continuation of rules, authori-
ties, and proceedings.'’.

(¢) DEFINITION.—Section 901(a) of the Omni-
bus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of
1968 (42 U.S.C. 3791(a)), is amended by adding
after paragraph (23) the following:

**(24) The term ‘young offender’ means an
individual, convicted of a crime, 22 years of
age or younger—

“*(A) who has not been convicted of—

*(1) a crime of sexual assault; or

*(i1) a crime involving the use of a firearm
in the commission of the crime; and

*(B) who has no prior convictions for a
crime of violence (as defined by section 16 of
title 18, United States Code) punishable by a
period of 1 or more years of Imprisonment.”.
SEC. 2. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATION.

Section 1001(a) of title I of the Omnibus
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968
(42 U.S.C. 3793) is amended by adding after
paragraph (10) the following:;

‘(11) There are authorized to be appro-
priated $200,000,000 for each of the fiscal
years 1994, 1995, and 1996 to carry out the
projects under part Q.”.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. BROOKS] will be recognized
for 20 minutes, and the gentleman from
Wisconsin [Mr. SENSENBRENNER] will be
recognized for 20 minutes.

November 3, 1993

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. BROOKS].

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the distinguished gentle-
woman from Indiana [Ms. LONG].

Ms. LONG. Mr. Speaker, I rise on be-
half of the Congressional Rural Caucus
to commend the chairman, the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. BROOKS] for his
work to ensure that rural America is a
full partner in the anticrime measures
being considered.

Crime is impacting rural America
today as it never has before. The latest
crime figures from the Department of
Justice document that violent crime is
dramatically growing in rural America.
In addition, crime in rural areas is
growing faster than in urban or subur-
ban areas of the country. At the same
time, rural law enforcement lacks the
personnel and the training to effec-
tively combat this rise in crime.

In past anticrime legislation, rural
areas have not received the attention
or focus that the more visible crime
problems in larger urban areas have re-
ceived. The measures we consider
today will help alleviate the troubling
crime trends in rural America and will
send a strong signal to rural residents
that we understand the problems fac-
ing them.

I again thank the chairman, and I
thank the ranking minority member,
the gentleman from New York [Mr.
FisH], the gentleman from Oklahoma
[Mr. SYNAR], the gentleman from New
York [Mr. SCHUMER], and the commit-
tee staff for working to make this
anticrime legislation fair for all areas
of the country.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself 4 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to
H.R. 3351. This is a bill that provides
$200 million unfunded dollars for
youthful offenders programs. The fact
that it is not funded and does not pro-
vide one dime for punishment of youth-
ful offenders, one dime for boot camps
or anything else, is not the only reason
that is wrong with this bill.

First, it defines a youthful offender
in the bill as reported from the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary as anybody 28
years of age or younger. I understand
that has been amended so it is now 22
years of age or younger.

We are living in a society where kids
are killing adults and kids are killing
kids. What is proposed to be done is to
say someone 22 years old is a kid and
ought to be given the lighter sentences
that our society has given to juveniles
who commit crimes. That is absolutely
Wrong.

Mr. Speaker, one attains the age of
majority in most States at age 18. You
are able to vote, you are responsible for
your contracts, you are able to serve
on a jury, and it seems to me that if
you want to be an adult at the age of
18, you ought to be an adult for pur-
poses of the criminal law at the age of
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18, rather than being given a grace pe-
riod of 4 or 5 more years where you will
still be considered a juvenile if you
shoot or maim somebody, but you will
be considered an adult in terms of
being responsible for your contracts.

Mr. Speaker, let us look at some of
the other alternative punishments for
young offenders age 22 or under. Tech-
nical training and support. That is a
punishment? Correctional options such
as community-based incarceration,
weekend incarceration, or electronic
monitoring of offenders. That means an
offender never gets locked up for a con-
siderable period of time and taken out
of society.

Community service programs that
provide work service placement for
young offenders at nonprofit private
organizations and community organi-
zations. That is a punishment? It is
under this bill. This is the fuzzy-mind-
ed approach to dealing with kids who
are raising such cain in our society
that the people are rising up against.

This bill cannot be fixed by an appro-
priation. It cannot bhe fixed by an
amendment reducing the age still fur-
ther, to 18. It ought to be defeated alto-
gether. We in Congress ought to send a
message out to the young people in
this country. It is that they have got
to be responsible for their criminal ac-
tions, and they will be treated severely
if a jury should find they are guilty.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may require,

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support
of H.R. 3351, providing a grant program
for State and local governments to de-
velop alternatives to traditional forms
of incarceration as punishment for
youthful offenders. Alternatives can in-
clude such punishments as boot camps,
which 22 states now have, community-
based incarceration, weekend incarcer-
ation, community service programs,
and innovative methods to intercept
youths who are starting down the path
of no return in a lifetime of crime.

Neither the communities in which
youthful offenders live—nor society as
a whole—can afford to lose these young
people to lives of crime. Once incarcer-
ated with career criminals, youthful of-
fenders often become hardened crimi-
nals themselves. They get graduate de-
grees in crime, and return to their
communities with no further hope of
becoming law-abiding, productive citi-
Zens.

All steps to turn young offenders
around must be taken now before we
lose another generation to this vicious
cycle. H.R. 3351 is just one well-tar-
geted attempt by the Federal Govern-
ment to help the States and local gov-
ernments achieves this crucial goal.

I thank the gentleman from New
York [Mr. ScHUMER] and his sub-
committee members for their leader-
ship on this important issue, and would
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urge my colleagues to support H.R.
3351.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman
from Florida [Mr. McCoLLUM].

Mr. McCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding time
to me.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to ask the
chairman a question of clarification
about this bill, if I could have the at-
tention of the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. BROOKS].

Mr. Speaker, it is my understanding
that the bill has been modified from
what we initially reported out of com-
mittee, that we now have the age down
to 22 years of age or younger, and that
we are excluding individuals with a
prior conviction for a felony crime of
violence, as well as first time offenders
who are convicted of a erime involving
sexual assault and the use of a firearm.

I would ask the gentleman, am I cor-
rect that that is in the bill?

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. McCOLLUM. I yield to the gen-
tleman from New York.

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Speaker, the
gentleman is correct.
Mr. McCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, I

thank the gentleman very much.

Mr. Speaker, this significantly im-
proves the bill from what it was pre-
viously in committee, but I must say,
Mr. Speaker, that the age still bothers
me considerably. I think if we are
going to target youthful offenders,
they ought to be truly youthful. They
should be 18 years of age or younger, as
I expressed in the full committee. How-
ever, I appreciate very much the fact
that the gentleman from New York
[Mr. SCHUMER] and the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. BROOKS] have worked to
make these changes that do signifi-
cantly improve this bill.

0O 1450

Overall, I have one major problem
with the entire area where we are ad-
dressing today, but youthful offenders
gives me an opportunity to make this
point expressly because it is connected
with the priorities we should be setting
currently with the limited resources
we have. I am all for eventually doing
what I think should have been done a
long time ago, and that is finding ways
to rehabilitate those first-time youth-
ful offenders who really have not com-
mitted the heinous, violent crimes that
are spreading around this Nation.

But all too often many of the crimes
being committed today are being com-
mitted by teenagers 12, 15 years old.
They are the ones shooting the tour-
ists, they are the ones committing the
really violent crimes, and they are not
just committing them as first offend-
ers, but as third, fourth,and fifth time
offenders, and many times more offend-
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ers of crimes of a violent nature. That
presents a serious problem. The prob-
lem is these are not people who are
going to rehabilitate, and we should
not be spending time doing that. We
need to develop a whole program work-
ing in concert with the States to take
these really violent criminals off the
streets and weed them out of the pro-
gram so that we can then get the re-
sources and the time to devote to the
seed programs that will make a dif-
ference in changing the social environ-
ment and in rehabilitation and so on
that maybe would work.

But until we get the truly viclent
criminal, law enforcement in this
country cannot breathe, the citizens of
this country cannot get relief. And
that is why we need to do the most fun-
damental things that are not out here
today, that the chairman has suggested
and that I hope we will see up here
next year. One of the key elements of
that is something that Republicans
have proposed and strongly urged, but
we still do not have a good sense
though that those on the other side
want to do it, and that is to go into
partnership with the States of create a
scheme of regional prisons to house
just violent offenders who are con-
victed in the State courts where the
overcrowding problem exists and the
revolving door is the greatest. We need
to go into this partnership. We suggest
a 50/50 cost-sharing proposition that
has a carrot with it, and it says that
only those criminals that will be quali-
fied to go into that prison and have
committed violent crimes, or sexual
abuse crimes of a certain described na-
ture, and only from those States where
the States have passed laws that re-
quire that those who are convicted of
these crimes serve at least 85 percent
of their sentences instead of getting
back out on the street after serving a
third or less of their sentences. And
only the States where there are mini-
mum mandatory sentences for those
types of violent crimes.

In essence, we need to find a way
from the Federal end to help the States
where most of the crime is committed
to get their violent criminals and their
really bad criminals, including these
youthful violators who are really the
bad ones off of the streets, locked up,
with the keys thrown away, not letting
them out for years and years and years.
Then we can begin to look at.other pro-
grams.

The States say they need that. They
need that kind of help. We proposed
and we have discussed earlier howto
find that with administrative cost cuts
and other additional taxes.

We are also hearing from the States
two other things. They need to have re-
form in the laws that involve appeals
from death row inmates, because they
recognize, as we do on this side of the
aisle, that we need to put swiftness and
certainty of punishment back into the
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criminal justice system again. We do
not have that. We cannot get deter-
rence. We need incapacitation, and we
need deterrence. Those are the two bul-
warks of the criminal justice system
that used to exist out there that are
missing now.

If we get those back, then we can
start looking at rehabilitation. But
until we get them back we are going to
have this rampage and this crisis of vi-
olence out on the streets that we have
now, and we will not be able to control
it. And we will not be able to do the job
that the American public rightfully is
demanding of us. That involves things
like ending the habeas corpus proce-
dures that allow these delays to happen
once you finish a regular appeal from a
death row case, and you go back into
court again saying you did not have an
attorney that was satisfactory, or
whatever else, appeal that, and then
find another procedure and so on.

It also involves, they tell me, an-
other need that they have, and that is
to change the rules of evidence so that
you can more easily get into evidence
those things that come from searches
and seizures. Those are the kinds of
things we should be doing today, and
not just worrying about this kind of a
bill. As important as it may be, it is
not nearly good enough.

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from California [Mr. EDWARDS],
chairman of the Subcommittee on Civil
and Constitutional Rights.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman
form California [Mr. EDWARDS].

Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the gentleman for
yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, I suggest that this is a
historic moment in American history
insofar as crime bills are concerned.
For the first time we are addressing
real crime and its problems and the
way to resolve crimes.

These five bills go to the heart of our
problems in the United States, which
incidentally happens to be the crime
capitol of the world. These bills address
drugs, young people, gangs, and next
week we will address guns. We will ad-
dress for the first real time the fact
that we have too many guns and that
criminals should not be able to go into
a store and buy guns. That will be next
week.

The gentleman from New York, [Mr.
SCHUMER], and the gentleman from
Texas, [Mr. BROOKS] deserve a lot of
credit for this bill, and for all five bills
today, because they are a giant step in
the right direction. But again, I say for
the first time we are getting to the
root of what is wrong in this country
insofar as crime is concerned.

For the last 10, 12 or 15 years we have
looked at it with a different approach:
lock them up, throw away the keys,
forget them, or hang them, electrocute
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them, whatever it is. And what has
happened? Crime has taken off like a
skyrocket. We have more people in jail
today proportionately than any coun-
try in the world. We just passed South
Africa, thank you very much, insofar
as people in jail.

In the Federal system, which is our
responsibility, which was one the pride
of the United States and the model for
the world, we are nearly 200 percent
over capacity. We have built 29 prisons
since 1979, and there are between 30 and
35 new ones under construction or
under rebuilding to house more pris-
oners.

So do not let anybody say that we
are soft on putting people in jail in this
country. These five bills are a mam-
moth step in the right direction, and I
compliment us, and I compliment you,
Mr. Chairman, Mr. SCHUMER, and you,
Mr. SENSENBRENNER, too. You are a
strong advocate, unlike so many of
your colleagues on the other side of the
aisle, of gun control.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. EDWARDS of California. I yield
to the gentleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, earlier in the debate today the
chairman of the committee, the gen-
tleman from Texas, [Mr. BROOKS] said
that various controversial items such
as the death penalty and habeas corpus
have been referred to subcommittee for
consideration. The subcommittee of
which you are the chair has jurisdie-
tion over these issues. We want to have
a vote on these issues, and I think it is
important for the American public to
know how their Representatives stand
on these issues.

Can the gentleman give us a commit-
ment to report those bills out, and if
s0, by what date so that we know when
we will be voting on them?

Mr. EDWARDS of California. Re-
claiming my time, with regard to the
portions of the Brooks bill that have
just yesterday or today been referred
to our subcommittee, every issue will
be addressed in the subcommittee, and
whatever portions of the bill are ap-
proved by the subcommittee will be
brought to the full floor.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. If the gen-
tleman will yield further, that is a cop-
out, because we all know how the votes
are.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HEFNER). The time of the gentleman
from California [Mr. EDWARDS] has ex-
pired.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself 2 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, we know what the votes
are there, and simply by burying those
issues in the gentleman's subcommit-
tee, the American people will be de-
prived of knowing how their represent-
atives vote on the death penalty, ha-
beas corpus reform, and exclusionary
rule reform. And I would hope that this
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Congress would be responsible enough
to be accountable on issues like this.

I say to the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. EDWARDS], he and I disagree
on the death penalty. But I think that
the constituents of everybody should
know how all of the Representatives
have voted so that we can reach a con-
clusion on it.

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. I yield to
the gentleman from Texas.

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, I want to
say to my friend he does an injustice to
the gentleman from California [Mr. ED-
WARDS]. As chairman of the sub-
committee, he has been very diligent
in working on the matters assigned to
that subcommittee. I feel positive that
he will bring out those bills.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Reclaiming
my time, the gentleman from Texas
knows that I served as the ranking Re-
publican member on the subcommittee
that the gentleman from California
[Mr. EDWARDS] chairs, and everybody
knows that Mr. EDWARDS' subcommit-
tee is one of the largest graveyards of
legislation around here.
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My point is that even if we are op-
posed to bills, we ought to have a vote
on them so that the American public
knows how Congress stands. And we
were elected to lead and we were elect-
ed to have a record on issues; the frus-
tration of gridlock that has been ban-
died about the country comes largely
because a lot of proposals that people
are interested in get buried in sub-
committee and never come up for a
vote. And I hope that does not happen
with issues like the death penalty and
habeas corpus reform.

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30
seconds to the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. EDWARDS].

Mr. EDWARDS of California. I thank
the gentleman for yielding this time to
me.

Mr. Speaker, in response to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. SENSEN-
BRENNER], who served us admirably as
the ranking Republican on the sub-
committee for such a long time, last
year we addressed every issue the gen-
tleman refers to. They were addressed
in subcommittee, in committee, in the
full House of Representatives. They
were comprehensive. A comprehensive
omnibus crime bill was approved by the
House of Representatives, by the Sen-
ate, by the conference, passed again by
the House of Representatives, went to
the Senate and was filibustered to
death by a Republican Senator.

So, please, do not say that we do not
address all the issues that are relevant,

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4
minutes to the gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr. HUGHES], the distinguished
chairman of the Subcommittee on In-
tellectual Property and Judicial Ad-
ministration.
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Mr. HUGHES. I thank the chairman
for yielding this time to me.

Mr. Speaker, I want to say to my col-
leagues on the Republican side, who
are doing their own little bit of filibus-
tering today because we do not have a
comprehensive bill on the floor, that I
am going to be working with them to
try to bring out of committee some of
the things that I too want. I want ha-
beas corpus reform. We need it in this
country.

I support the death penalty, as my
colleagues on the Judiciary Committee
know. It is my hope that we can have
a bill that will reserve for the most
egregious offenses capital punishment.

But the bill we are talking about
today is the alternatives to institu-
tionalization for youthful offenders.
We could argue about whether or not 22
is the right age, or 18. I am sympa-
thetic, as the gentleman from Florida,
knows, I got it down to 22 from 28 in
full committee. So I share his concern.

But make no mistake about the im-
portance of this bill. I mean, my col-
leagues are almost minimizing the im-
pact that this bill will have. I frankly
think this bill will have as great of an
impact as any of the six bills that we
- are considering today, for this reason:
If we could do something about the
youthful offenders between the age of
12 and, say, 25, we would solve 75 per-
cent of the crime in this country. They
are the ones who are committing the
offenses.

We are seeing youthful offenders
some into the system 10 and 15 times
before judges are doing anything about
it.

Now, you know that.

You know it, it is happening
throughout the country. And it is
wrong, it is a disgrace. They do not
think they are going to get caught, No.
1; and, No. 2, if they are caught, they
do not think they are going to be pun-
ished.

This bill will provide alternatives to
institutionalization. It will give the
judges more sentencing options.

Part of their problem is the young
people they get in before them—I am
talking about judges throughout the
country—that they do not want to send
to jail because they know they come
out worse for the experience and they
know if they send them back home,
they are sending them back to a very
bad environment. This provides sen-
tencing judges with other alternatives
for nonviolent offenders, those who do
not carry weapons, that is. Those who
do carry weapons, the violent offenders
are the ones the States ought to be
taking off the streets. And I agree with
my colleague from Florida, that is an-
other problem.

But let me tell you, the young people
we are talking about that are going to
be utilizing these types of alternatives
are the adult offenders of tomorrow.
They are the ones who commit rather
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minor offenses for the first and second
time, but they are the adult offenders,
the violent offenders of tomorrow. We
need to begin dealing with them in the
various States.

We do not prosecute street crime,
generally, at the Federal level; it is the
States that have this responsibility.
And this is a good grant program to en-
courage the States to develop a myriad
of alternatives. And I think it is a good
bill, and I would urge my colleagues to

support it.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 4 minutes to the gentleman
from California [Mr. CoXx].

Mr. COX. Mr. Speaker, as Yacov
Smirnof says, “What a country; only in
America do we have lite beer, lite po-
tato chips, we even have lite cheese.”
Today we have the lite crime bill.

It comprises five bite-size pieces, five
mini-bills that are most certainly less

filling.

Now, four of them will actually pass
the House, not because they do much
good but because generally they are in-
nocuous. But the one that we are de-
bating right now is not innocuous; it
will not pass the House. Unlike the
other four, it is actually a major step
backward.

It is titled *‘a bill for the purpose of
developing alternative methods of pun-
ishment for young offenders.”

The bill defines ‘‘alternatives’ as
something, and I quote, *‘other than a
traditional correctional facility.” In
plain English, a traditional correc-
tional facility is jail.

It defines youthful offender as some-
body who is 22 years old or younger. In
plain English, that means an 18-year-
old, 19-year-old,. 20-year-old, 2l-year-
old, or a 22-year-old. These are people
who can vote, serve in the Armed
Forces, buy and drink alcohol and even
serve in State legislatures. In other
words, adults.

The reason the bill calls for alter-
natives to traditional correctional fa-
cilities for youthful offenders is that if
they said it in plain English, No more
jail for 22-year-olds, it would not sound
very tough on crime.

Worse yet, this bill is a new Federal
spending program; it will cost over $500
million over the next 3 years, over $500
million to study new ways to letting
22-year-old criminals avoid jail.

Just what does the bill have in mind
for alternatives to jail for 22-year-old
criminals? Let me quote more from the
bill. Section 1901(b)}4) authorizes
grants for innovative projects. That
makes sense. Why send a criminal to
jail when we can have something more
innovative?

Section 1901(b)(8) provides in the case
of gang-related offenses, we should
counsel and treat 22-year-old gang
members who are convicted of crimes
rather than send them to jail.

Section 1901(B)(5) says, instead of jail
we should give these same hoods week-
end incarceration instead of jail.
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Weekend incarceration? God forbid
that a gang member would have to give
up his Saturday night.

This bill is dangerous. At a time
when gang warfare is sweeping our Na-
tion, at a time when gangs, street
gangs of dangerous young men can be
found in more than 800 cities and towns
in America, this bill sends the wrong
message. It will give us more murder,
more rape, more carjackings, and more
drive-by shootings, because it would
tell would-be babyfaced assassins, “Go
ahead, pull the trigger, you might not
get jail.”

According to U.S.A. Today, 73 per-
cent of Americans say juveniles who
commit crimes should be treated the
same as adults, Let me repeat that: 73
percent of Americans say juveniles who
commit violent crimes should be treat-
ed the same as adults.

This bill does exactly the opposite.
Frankly, I do not care if it is Beevis or
Butthead or any other maladjusted
young man who commits arson or mur-
der, what they need is real punishment,
hard jail time. Thank God this bill is
going down to defeat.

Mr. Speaker, bring a real crime bill
to this floor. America wants it, crime
victims need it.

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the distinguished member
of the committee, the gentleman from
Virginia [Mr. ScoTT].

Mr. SCOTT. I thank the gentleman
for yielding this time to me.

Mr, Speaker, I want to commend the
chairman of the committee, and I want
to congratulate him and the gentleman
from New York [Mr. SCHUMER] for their
work in making progress on the crime
bill.

Mr. Speaker, I have been advised, in
contrast to what we are doing in mak-
ing progress, I have been advised that
in the other body they are now consid-
ering a filibuster of a motion to pro-
ceed with consideration of the omnibus
crime bill, and therefore it is obvious
they are not making much progress at
all.

We have already passed legislation
and are in the process of passing some
more.

So, Mr. Speaker, I want to congratu-
late our chairman and the gentleman
from New York [Mr. SCHUMER] for the
progress that we are making on this
bill, H.R. 3351, the alternatives to pun-
ishment bill. This will provide local-
ities with funds that they need to pro-
vide innovative programs for youthful
offenders which will not only punish
but rehabilitate. This bill will empower
our courts to impose sanctions between
the slap-of-the-wrist and incarceration.
Right now, it is incarceration or noth-
ing. It will empower the courts to take
the appropriate action on the first of-
fense rather than waiting for the more
serious subsequent offenses.
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We have all heard of the juveniles
who are arrested for serious offenses,
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and we find it is their 10th offense. But
what happened on the first offense?

We have to stop waiting for the more
serious heinous crimes to be commit-
ted before we take action.

This bill will address the revolving
door and will reduce crime by develop-
ing programs which will allow us to in-
tervene early when it might make a
difference before those heinous crimes
are committed.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 3351 is a major step
in the right direction and I hope that
we will support this bill.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 3 minutes to the distin-
guished gentleman from Pennsylvania
[Mr. GEKAS].

Mr. GEKAS, Mr. Speaker, and Mem-
bers of the House, I rise to oppose the
bill, but for a strange set of reasons not
before articulated in this debate.

The gentleman from California [Mr.
Cox] who just spoke is correct. The
bills that we are considering, all of
them, are tilted toward the convict. In
one way or another they are tilted to-
ward the person who has committed
the crime, treatment, alternative
methods of incarceration; no thought
of the victim, no thought of the law en-
forcement officials.

Let me finish, I say to the gentleman
from New York [Mr. SCHUMER] and I
will give the gentleman ample time
afterward.

Mr. Speaker, I grasp back my time.

In any event, the bills are tilted to-
ward the convicts, while the bills that
are held in the committee of the other
gentleman from California [Mr. ED-
WARDS] are tilted toward the victims,
law enforcement officials, law enforce-
ment communities across the country,
and the law enforcement system gen-
erally, habeas corpus reform, death
penalty reform, and also the exclusion-
ary rule reform.

But there is one element in this bill
which I endorse, the one we are pres-
ently discussing, that is boot camp

Why? First of all, I have seen it in
operation and to the extent that I was
able to trace the result of it, it does
have some semblance of being able to
do something about the criminal who
commits drug offenses principally.

But in any event, the gentleman
from New Jersey [Mr. HUGHES] and I
once participated in a graduation cere-
mony at one of these boot camps. I tell
you, the difference between boot camp
and these other alternatives that are
part of this piece of legislation is that
it is a tough process and they stay in
prison. They are segregated. They are
given more discipline, tougher times
than the others who are not part of the
boot camp.

I endorse it, not only because it is a
good alternative method of incarcer-
ation, but because in some senses it is
tougher and does have a better chance
of preventing recidivism.

So although I am in favor of some
types of alternatives, I do not favor
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those kinds in which we lose trace of
the convict, we lose the identity of the
juvenile who goes back into commu-
nity service or weekend incarceration
or some other high faluting type of al-
ternative punishment, when with boot
camp we know where he or she is. We
can watch the movements and we can
see the progress made.

Add to that the fact that this is un-
funded and some illusory kind of pro-
posal, I oppose the legislation.

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes again to the distinguished
gentleman from New York [Mr. SCHU-
MER].

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding this time to
me.

First, let me say I think it is indic-
ative of what is going on in the Senate
and what is going on here. There, there
is a comprehensive crime bill. Senator
BIDEN has introduced it.

And what is happening as we speak?
The Members from the other side of the
aisle in that body are filibustering.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. A point of
order, Mr. Speaker. It is against the
rules to refer to proceedings in the
other body.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. Hef-
ner). The gentleman should refrain
from referring to the other body.

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Speaker, I be-
lieve I said the other body. I did not
use the *'S" word.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman will refrain from characterizing
actions taking place in the other body.

Mr. SCHUMER. I see, Mr. Speaker.
All right.

Let us say hypothetically that if the
other body were filibustering the com-
prehensive crime bill that the Members
on this side are so eager for, one would
begin to think maybe they would rath-
er do nothing, so they could have it as
an issue.

Now, let me say on this bill—

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, will my friend, the gentleman from
New York, yield?

Mr. SCHUMER. No, I will not yield
to the gentleman. The gentleman
flapped. Maybe he will take off.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Regular
order.

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Speaker, I would
say to the gentleman, he has not yield-
ed to me while I have been making my
remarks, or I would be happy to yield
to the gentleman.

But let me say to the gentleman,
anyone can put together his or her own
crime bill. The difficulty that we have
had in this body in the past is getting
218 votes.

I can put together my bill. It would
not be that dissimilar from that of the
gentleman. Our views are not that dif-
ferent. I believe in their regional pris-
ons provision. I believe in their death
penalty provision, although I do not
agree with their habeas procedure. I
think it goes too far.
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But what I would say is this, that we
want to pass something for once and
not just have rhetoric. Last year we
had the comprehensive crime bill. It
went down.

Two years ago we had it. It went
down.

So for the gentleman from California
to say that it is light, I do not think
cop on the beat is light. Come to my
city. They want them.

I do not think mandatory drug treat-
ment in the prisons is light. Come to
my constituents. They are tired of peo-
ple coming out of jail and committing
new crimes.

Nor is this bill light. I defy anyone
on the other side to say, where does
this reduce prison terms? There is not
a word in here that says the prison
term shall be reduced, or that this
shall be an alternative in place of pris-
on.

This is a grant to the States for first-
time nonviolent offenders. And guess
what happens to them in almost every
locality, including mine?

They do not get a year in prison.
They do not get 6 months in prison.
They do not get a week in prison. Most
of them get no prison for a nonviolent,
low-level, nondrug crime.

I have talked to Judge Keating, our
administrative judge. He said, ‘‘Please,
our jails are full,”’ and I certainly sup-
port building more jails. I think the
McCollum provision is a worthy provi-
sion. It is in the Biden bill. It was not
here because some on this side did not
agree with it. I do.

But for those who are not going to be
put in prison, is it better, I would say
to the gentleman from California who
seems to have lost interest after he
gave his speech, is it better to have
them with electronic devices around
their wrists so we know where they
are, or have no penalty?

Is it better to have them locked up
for weekends, or is it better to have no
penalty?

Is it better for them to go to a boot
camp, which the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania has said is good and worthy,
or to have no penalty?

We do not tell the States, give this to
people in place of prison. We say, if
your prisons are full, as most prisons
are, and you have lots of first-time,
nonviolent offenders, and you need help
to give them some penalty so that they
know and feel that the criminal justice
system is not toothless, then apply and
build the boot camp and put the brace-
let around their wrists and make them
stay in jail for the weekend.,

I would say to my colleagues, the
State of Georgia pioneered this. They
developed this system, and it worked.
Georgia, hardly a bleeding heart State,
not California or San Francisco, Geor-
gia, and they developed this and it
worked.

A judge in Quincy, MA, a first-time
minor property offender had to work
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all weekend scrubbing walls. You know
that they were not going to jail for
that. It worked.

We have done that now in New York
City some, and it has worked.

So I say to my colleagues, we need
alternatives, not in place of prison, but
in place of no punishment at all.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself the remaining
minute.

Mr. Speaker, if up in New York there
are offenders who are getting no jail
time at all, then maybe you need some
judges up in New York who will throw
these offenders in jail so that they will
be punished for their transgressions
against their fellow citizens.

Second, in terms of the allegation
that Members on this side of the aisle
will not support a comprehensive crime
bill, if you want to work with us on a
bipartisan basis and put some of our
ideas in a comprehensive crime bill, we
will support it.

The problem is that you people have
wanted to pass a bill on a party line
vote, without incorporating our ideas
in that. And why should we give you
votes with no input?

0O 1520

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from
Washington [Mrs. UNSOELD].

Mr. Speaker, will the gentlewoman
yield?

Mrs. UNSOELD. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Texas.

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, I would
observe that the bill passed in the
Committee on the Judiciary 34 to 1, all
5 of these bills. Republicans and Demo-
crats alike, with the exception of one
Republican, felt that they were worth-
while and helpful.

Mrs. UNSOELD. Mr. Speaker, vio-
lent, heinous crimes are occurring
across this Nation with numbing regu-
larity. This is not only a personal trag-
edy to the many victims, but a social
tragedy, and symbol of our inability to
deal effectively with the criminals. We
need to reform our criminal justice
system.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of this
package of bills that begin the process
of prevention and treatment. I com-
mend our chairman, the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. BROOKs], for his lead-
ership. Today we are considering five
bills that move us toward reform.

Mr. Speaker, these provisions author-
ize programs to put more police on the
streets, send juvenile offenders to boot
camps to help them become productive
citizens, combat gangs and drug traf-
ficking, and treat drug abusers in Fed-
eral and State prisons. I agree with all
the goals behind these measures.

I have some concerns, however, that
we may be promising too much. We
spin out statements about making peo-
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ple’s homes and neighborhoods safer
and giving their children alternatives
to gangs, and they begin to hope. But
we all know that these are only the be-
ginning.

Mr. Speaker, I am convinced that, if
we are truly to heal our society, we
must attack the root causes of violence
directly. There is nothing more impor-
tant to our Nation than how we rear
our children and how we break this
cycle of children who are unloved, ne-
glected, and abandoned, mindlessly
lashing out in their own form of self-
hatred and destruction. To do this, Mr.
Speaker, we have got to pool all the re-
sources we can muster.

Programs such as Head Start must be
improved and fully funded; DARE and
other drug prevention programs must
get to young children before they get
into drugs. We need to provide more
early childhood education and a nur-
turing environment for those children
who lack a family and positive role
models. We need to insure that
foundational values necessary for civ-
ilized life are instilled in our children.
We need to counter the glorification of
violence. We need to provide economic
opportunity and hope for all our chil-
dren.

Many of us are tired of solutions that
are measured only by their toughness,
solutions that sound good but fall
short. We need to acknowledge the real
value of treatment and prevention and
need to look beyond today's vote to the
larger battles for our Nation's children
and our Nation's future.

The SPEAKER pro tempore
HEFNER). All time has expired.

The question is on the motion offered
by the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
BrooKS] that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 3351, as
amended.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

The question was taken; and on a di-
vision (demanded by Mr. SENSEN-
BRENNER) there were—ayes 4, nays 3.

Mr. BROOKS. Mr, Speaker, on that I
demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 5, rule I, and the Chair's
prior announcement, further proceed-
ings on this motion will be postponed.

e

GRANTS TO DEVELOP PROGRAMS
TO REDUCE JUVENILE GANG
PARTICIPATION AND JUVENILE
DRUG TRAFFICKING

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 3353) to amend the Omnibus
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of
1968 to allow grants to develop more ef-
fective programs to reduce juvenile
gang participation and juvenile drug
trafficking, as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:

(Mr.
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H.R. 3353

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. JUVENILE DRUG TRAFFICKING AND
GANG PREVENTION GRANTS.

(a) The Omnibus Crime Control and Safe
Streets Act of 1968, 1s amended—

(1) by redesignating part Q as part R;

(2) by redesignating section 1701 as section
1801; and

(3) by inserting after part P the following
new part:

“PART Q—JUVENILE DRUG TRAFFICKING
AND GANG PREVENTION GRANTS
“SEC. 1701. GRANT AUTHORIZATION.

*(a) IN GENERAL.—The Director is author-
ized to make grants to States and units of
local government or combinations thereof to
assist them in planning, establishing, operat-
ing, coordinating, and evaluating projects di-
rectly or through grants and contracts with
public and private agencies for the develop-
ment of more effective programs, including
education, prevention, treatment and en-
forcement programs to reduce—

“*(1) the formation or continuation of juve-
nile gangs; and

*(2) the use and sale of {llegal drugs by ju-
veniles.

*(b) Uses OF FUNDS.—The grants made
under this section may be used for any of the
following specific purposes:

*(1) to reduce the participation of juve-
niles in drug related crimes (including drug
trafficking and drug use), particularly in and
around elementary and secondary schools;

“(2) to reduce juvenile involvement {n or-
ganized crime, drug and gang-related activ-
ity, particularly activities that involve the
distribution of drugs by or to juveniles;

“(3) to develop new and innovative means
to address the problems of juveniles con-
victed of serlous, drug-related and gang-re-
lated offenses;

*“(4) to reduce juvenile drug and gang-relat-
ed activity in public housing projects;

*(5) to provide technical assistance and
training to personnel and agencies respon-
sible for the adjudicatory and corrections
components of the juvenile justice system to
identify drug-dependent or gang-involved ju-
venile offenders and to provide appropriate
counseling and treatment to such offenders;

*(6) to promote the Involvement of all ju-
veniles in lawful activities, including—

“*(A) school programs that teach that drug
and gang involvement are wrong;

“(B) programs such as youth sports and
other activities, including girls and boys
clubs, scout troops, and little leagues;

“(T) to facilitate Federal and State co-
operation with local school officials to de-
velop education, prevention and treatment
programs for juveniles who are likely to par-
ticipate in drug trafficking, drug use or
gang-related activities;

‘**(8) to provide pre- and post-trial drug
abuse treatment to juveniles in the juvenile
justice system; with the highest possible pri-
ority to providing drug abuse treatment to
drug-dependent pregnant juveniles and drug-
dependent juvenile mothers; 3

“(9 to provide education and treatment
programs for youth exposed to severe vio-
lence in their homes, schools, or neighbor-
hoods;

“10) to establish sports mentoring and
coaching programs in which athletes serve as
role models for youth to teach that athletic
provide a positive alternative to drug and
gang involvement;

“(11) to develop new programs that specifi-
cally address the unique crime, drug, and al-
cohol-related challenges faced by juveniles
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living at or nearInternational Ports of Entry
and in other international border commu-
nities, including rural localities;

“(12) to Iidentify promising new juvenile
drug demand reduction and enforcement pro-
grams, to replicate and demonstrate these
programs to serve as national, regional or
local models that could be used, in whole or
in part, by other public and private juvenile
justice programs, and to provide technical
assistance and training to public or private
organizations to implement similar pro-
grams; and

*(13) to coordinate violence, gang, and ju-
venile drug prevention programs with other
existing Federal programs that serve com-
munity youth to better address the com-
prehensive needs of such youth.

‘“(c) FEDERAL SHARE.—(1) The Federal
share of a grant made under this part may
not exceed 75 percent of the total costs of the
projects described in applications submitted
under this section for the fiscal year for
which the projects receive assistance under
this part.

**(2) The Director may waive the 25 percent
matching requirement under paragraph (1),
upon making a determination that such
walver is equitable due to the financial cir-
cumstances affecting the ability of the appli-
cant to meet such requirements.

“SEC. 1702. APPLICATIONS.

‘A State or unit of local government ap-
plying for grants under this part shall sub-
mit an application to the Director in such
form and containing such information as the
Director shall reasonably require.”

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The table of
contents of title I of the Omnibus Crime Con-
trol and Safe Streets Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C.
3711 et seq.), is amended by striking the mat-
ter relating to part Q and inserting the fol-
lowing:

“PART Q—JUVENILE DRUG TRAFFICKING AND

GANG PREVENTION GRANTS
**Sec. 1701, Grant authorization.
“Sec. 1702. Applications.
“PART R—TRANSITION—EFFECTIVE DATE—
REPEALER
*Sec. 1801. Continuation of rules, authori-
ties, and proceedings.".
SEC. 2. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

Section 1001(a) of title I of the Omnibus
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968
(42 U.8.C. 3793), is amended by adding after
paragraph (10) the following:

*(11) There are authorized to be appro-
priated $100,000,000 for each of the fiscal
vears 1994 and 1995 to carry out the projects
under part Q.".

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. BRooKS] will be recognized
for 20 minutes, and the gentleman from
Wisconsin [Mr. SENSENBRENNER] will be
recognized for 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. BROOKS].

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of H.R.
3353. H.R. 3353 creates a grant programs
to assist States and local governments
in developing more effective and inno-
vative programs to reduce juvenile
gangs, to reduce the use and sale of il-
legal drugs by juveniles, and to pro-
mote the involvement of juveniles in
lawful activities. The bill authorizes
$100 million for each of fiscal years 1994
and 1995.
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Gang violence is now a depressingly
real fact of American life—and not just
in New York City and Los Angeles.
Gang activity has spread all across the
United States, in small towns, in mid-
dle-sized towns, in about every urban
and rural area. In a very real sense,
gang activity is another form of orga-
nized crime, and it must be eradicated.

The program created in H.R. 3353 is
just one more way—but, an important
way—in which the Federal Government
can help to reduce the suffering of law-
abiding members of our communities.
Our neighborhoods are being inundated
by drugs and are being terrorized by
gangs. We need to assist young people
in resisting the temptations and pres-
sures to join in such destructive activi-
ties.

H.R. 3353 will help to achieve this
goal and I urge my colleagues to cast
an “‘aye” vote.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself such time as I may
consume,

Mr. Speaker, this is another one of
those unfunded authorization bills. The
chairman of the Committee on the Ju-
diciary, the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
BROOKS], talks about the hundred mil-
lion dollars that Congress plans to
spend for juvenile drug traffic and gang
prevention grants to local units of gov-
ernment and community organizations.
However, Mr. Speaker, there is not one
penny that is appropriated to do any of
that for fiscal year 1994. The appropria-
tions bill has already been passed by
the Congress and has been sent to the
President for his signature, and until
the Office of Management and Budget
comes up with a supplemental appro-
priation or a rescission, once again the
Congress will be making an empty
promise. I think that if this bill were
funded, with appropriate restrictions
on the type of grants that are avail-
able, much good can be done. However,
the authorization for the grants in this
bill is really wide open, including
grants to organizations such as Boys
and Girls Clubs, Scout troops, and Lit-
tle Leagues.

Mr. Speaker, I do not know of any
Little League team, and my son plays
on one, that wants Federal aid. Little
Leagues are a very, very important
thing to help young people keep out of
trouble. It gives them a sense of pride,
it gives them a sense of teamwork, and
it gives them a sense of accomplish-
ment. But do we really want to author-
ize a program of Federal aid to the Lit-
tle Leagues? That is what this bill
does.

Second, this bill authorizes Federal
aid to Scout troops. I am wondering if
anybody has talked to the Secretary of
the Interior on that. After all, he
would not let Scouts help in the Golden
Gate Park in San Francisco because
the Scouts have a policy of not allow-
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ing gays as Scoutmasters, and yet
Scout troops are authorized to receive
grants. My guess is that, if they do re-
ceive grants, there will be all kinds of
restrictions that will be involved, in-
cluding the one that I just mentioned
that is against the very tenets of this
volunteer organization.

It seems to me that again we are
making a promise, and we are opening
up a Pandora's box. I think that this
bill should have been thought out a lit-
tle bit more thoroughly, but to make
my point I would like to read another
letter from the Congressional Budget
Office to the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. BROOKS] dated November 1 to
show that this bill does not do one darn
thing.

U.S. CONGRESS,
CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE,
Washington, DC, November 1, 1993.
Hon. JACK BROOKS,
Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary,
U.S. House of Representatives, Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: The Congressional
Budget Office has reviewed H.R. 3353, a bill
to amend the Omnibus Crime Control and
Safe Streets Act of 1968 to allow grants to
develop more effective programs to reduce
Juvenile gang participation and juvenile drug
trafficking.

Enactment of H.R. 3353 would not affect di-
rect spending or receipts. Therefore, pay-as-
you-go procedures would not apply to the
bill.

If you wish further detalls on this esti-
mate, we will be pleased to provide them.

Sincerely,
ROBERT D. REISCHAUER.
0O 1530
Mr. BROOKS. Madam Speaker, I

yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. GEP-

HARDT], the distinguished majority
leader.
Mr. GEPHARDT. Madam Speaker,

coming from a city that now ranks
third in the United States in murders,
I am deeply concerned about the grow-
ing violence that pervades St. Louis
and too many other communities
around our country.

Two weekends ago we had 22 people
shot in St. Louis, and 10 were killed.
Most of the people were involved in
gang violence.

Since the beginning of my public life
as an alderman in St. Louis, I have
talked to lots of police officials, judges,
social workers, victims, and even
criminals, in search of answers to these
problems. Twenty years later we are
faced with escalating crime of
unfathomable dimensions.

In the face of this epidemic of vio-
lence, we must ask why our efforts to
combat crime have not worked better.
We can and we must continue to treat
the symptoms, the obvious symptoms
of violence., But it is my belief that
until we squarely acknowledge and ad-
dress the root cause of the problem, we
will continue in a never-ending cycle of
violence.

A great deal of the crime that
plagues our society stems from gang
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violence. Gangs are on the rise in every
city. In Los Angeles there are 130,000
documented gang members; Chicago,
50,000; Denver, 5,000; Wichita, KS, a city
of 300,000 there are 1,300 documented
gang members. And the numbers every-
where just keep going up.

Sociologists will tell you that gangs
have become the surrogate family for
thousands of youngsters. As more chil-
dren grow up in dysfunctional families,
more teenagers turn to gangs for a
sense of security, a sense of identity,
and a sense of belonging.

The number of crimes increases
exponentially as more young people
commit more crimes, all to gain ac-
ceptance in the social organization
that they have come to know as their
family.

As one person told me, in the absence
of love, hate and violence have become
the dominant values of their group be-
havior.

For the most part, our efforts to curb
crime have focused on the results of
gang violence. I think it is time we try
to rescue our children from the vice of
gangs, where hate and violence are the
standard and the norm.

This legislation authorizes $200 mil-
lion over the next 2 years to help figure
out how to deter young people from
joining gangs. These grants will enable
State and local governments, as well as
public and nonprofit organizations, to
develop innovative, coordinated pro-
grams to reduce the number of juvenile
gangs and to reduce the use and sale of
drugs by juveniles.

The legislation funds a variety of ini-
tiatives, including education and treat-
ment programs for young people that
have been exposed to severe violence in
their homes, schools, and neighbor-
hoods

All of us are fixated on the terror and
sadness and heartbreak that occurs on
a daily basis in every city in this coun-
try. But we cannot fall prey to our
fears and retreat from the magnitude
of the undertaking. As a French philos-
opher once said, “The journey of a
thousand miles begins with a single
step.”” Today we have the opportunity
to take the first step toward saving a
lot of our children, and, in so doing,
saving ourselves and saving the future
victims of these crimes.

Madam Speaker, I urge Members to
support an important first step, H.R.
3353, and I congratulate the chairman
and members of the committee for
bringing this legislation forward to the
floor of the House.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Madam
Speaker, I yield 3%2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Virginia [Mr. GOODLATTE].

Mr. GOODLATTE. Madam Speaker,
today we are dealing with what passes
for the 1993 crime bill as reported from
the House Judiciary Committee. Given
the skyrocketing murder, rape, and as-
sault rate around our country, the bill
only nibbles around the edge of the
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problem instead of striking at the
heart of violent crime.

I voted for five of the bills which are
simply volunteer grant programs de-
signed to provide for community polic-
ing, more effective programs to reduce
juvenile gang participation and drug
trafficking, drug treatment for prison
inmates, school initiatives for prevent-
ing crime, and drug treatment for pris-
on inmates.

Localities can choose whether or not
they want to implement and pay for
these programs in their cities or coun-
ties.

However, I voted against H.R. 3351
which provides $200 million for grants
to States to develop “‘alternative meth-
ods of punishment for young offenders’
instead of jail. Incredibly, this bill
originally set the age of young offend-
ers at 28 years old. I understand that it
has now been determined to lower that
age to 22. It is still too old.

Many of these so called young offend-
ers are committing the most brutal
crimes in our Nation and they should
be put in jail just like any other com-
mon thug. And if these youthful offend-
ers commit capital murder, they
should receive the death penalty just
like older murderers.

Meanwhile, the committee failed to
mark up bills which really crack down
on criminals. There are many good
ideas to fight crime locked up in the
Congress while many hardened crimi-
nals are not locked up in our prisons.

I supported legislation streamlining
the use of the death penalty. Currently
endless appeals cause a delay of 10 or
even 15 years before the executions
occur and this lessens the deterrence.

In addition, I support H.R. 2872 which
is a cost-sharing agreement between
the Federal Government and States to
build regional prisons to house violent
State criminals. To qualify for Federal
funds, a State must require violent
criminals to serve at least 85 percent of
their sentences, although I would pre-
fer to see the full sentence carried out
in these cases. The bill also requires
longer mandatory sentences for certain
violent offenders.

This measure is desperately needed
because currently violent criminals
serve only 37 percent of their given sen-
tences. When you consider that 7 per-
cent of the criminals account for 80
percent of the violent crime, it’s clear
that the best way to stop violent crime
is to not put murderers, rapists, drug
dealers, and other hoodlums back on
our streets and in our neighborhoods.

It costs about $25,000 a year to incar-
cerate someone, but that cost pales in
comparison to the average cost of over
$400,000 a year in property loss, dam-
age, and medical bills incurred as the
result of the average career criminal.

Innocent victims, American families,
are tired of going to the funerals of
loved ones, and they are sick of living
in fear. All the while, our criminal jus-
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tice system coddles criminals and
looks out for their rights instead of
their victims' rights. Let us change
this backward system by bringing out
a crime bill with real teeth.

Mr. BROOKS. Madam Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from Virginia [Mr, ScoTT], a
member of the committee.

Mr. SCOTT. Madam Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding, because we
are again addressing the root cause of
crime. Drug use and drug dealing and
gang participation have continued to
plague our youth. It is with this
heightened sense of purpose that I offer
my support for H.R. 3353, grants to re-
duce juvenile gang participation and
drug trafficking.

0 1540

These grants will finally provide
funds to address the root causes of ju-
venile delinquency instead of our
present strategy of reacting to prob-
lems after they have occurred. We
should not be surprised, when our
young people have no organized rec-
reational opportunities, no summer
jobs, no school dropout prevention pro-
grams, no job prospects, no boys and
girls clubs to go to, we cannot allow
those conditions to occur and then be
surprised that our young people are
joining gangs.

I have long held that more crime is
prevented by boys and girls clubs than
by multimillion dollar prisons.

Madam Speaker, there is a Little
League baseball league in our commu-
nity that involves 1,000 young people,
that costs $75,000, the approximate cost
of 3 years of incarceration. The Justice
Department research, the American
Psychological Association and a num-
ber of other experts have concluded
that attacking the root causes of crime
are our only chance of reducing crime.
We already lock people up at rates un-
challenged in the rest of the world and
in some communities at a rate 10 times
that found in the rest of the world.

The approach taken by H.R. 3353 is
not only practical and effective, but it
is also fiscally responsible.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Madam
Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Indiana
[Mr. BURTON].

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Madam
Speaker, I thank the gentleman for
yielding time to me.

This reminds me of what we call
‘feel-good legislation.” It sounds good
and it is going to play well back home,
but it is really not going to solve the
problem.

I have a lot of problems with this. We
nip around the edges when we try to
deal with crime and our youth popu-
lation that is turning more and more
to street crime and drug crime. We say
that if we do a little bit here and a lit-
tle bit there, that is going to solve the
problem. And I think the gentleman
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from Missouri said a while ago, a jour-
ney of a thousand miles begins with
but a single step.

I was sort of thinking back to when
we started taking our programs down
the wrong path a few years ago, many
years ago. We took fathers out of the
homes, if they were getting welfare
benefits so there is no father figure in
the home so kids then turn to street
gangs. We took God out of the schools
and in place we put condoms in the
schools. And we wonder why kids have
a different moral attitude than we had
back in the 1950's and 1960's. And we
had all kinds of crazy decisions made
by the Supreme Court, the Miranda
and Escabido decisions, which gave
criminals rights that the person who
was violated did not have. And we won-
der why crime escalated and increased.
Then we come up with a program today
that we are talking about that is going
to spend $200,000 and give Federal aid
to the Boy Scouts and the Little
League. There are all kinds of mischief
in that proposal. If we give Federal aid
to the Boy Scouts, are they then going
to come under Federal control and reg-
ulations? Are we going to have homo-
sexuals becoming Boy Scout masters
and solve the moral problems of the
country by doing that? This is not the
right approach, in my opinion.

I would like to point out one more
thing. In the grants for developing al-
ternative methods of punishment for
young offenders that we talked about
just a few minutes ago, $200 million a
year for the next 3 years, I had a bill in
the committee of the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. BROOKS] that would create
boot camps by taking closed-down Fed-
eral military bases and allowing the
States to use those for boot camps. It
would not have cost the Federal Gov-
ernment anything. It would have trans-
ferred the property to the State. And if
the gentleman's committee and the
Committee on Armed Services had
worked together on this, the States
could have taken over this responsibil-
ity where it rightfully should be to
take these kids and put them into a
boot camp to try to solve the problem.

I was watching, I think last Friday,
as I was getting ready to head into the
office, the Montel Williams show. They
had a boot camp group of young people
who had been criminals and drug ad-
dicts and everything else that marched
in. They were saying yes sir and no sir,
and they had been through a very rig-
orous boot camp program in the north-
east. And it is very, very effective. It is
cost effective. It is not going to throw
Federal tax dollars that we do not have
at the program.

I ask the chairman of the committee,
why was not my boot camp bill heard?
It is a bill that will work. It is a bill
that turns the responsibility back to
the States. We already have the prop-
erty, and the States would like to have
it. They can set up their own boot
camps.
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Rather than spending $200 million in
Federal money that we do not have on
a program like they are talking about
in H.R. 3351, it seems to me that the
boot camp bill should have at least had
a hearing so we could use Federal fa-
cilities to turn over to States so they
could handle the problem.

Mr. BROOKS. Madam Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I yield to
the gentleman from Texas.

Mr. BROOKS. Madam Speaker, I am
on the Committee on the Judiciary.
The Committee on Armed Services has
control of the military bases.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana.
Speaker, I understand that.

Mr. BROOKS. Madam Speaker, if the
gentleman will continue to yield, that
is not in my jurisdiction. I am willing
to work with them and if any of the
States, there are 22 now that have boot
camp, if they wanted to use a military
installation, all they had to do was ask
their Members of Congress to talk to
the Committee on Armed Services. I
cannot control that. I would like to
control it, the Committee on Armed
Services and the Committee on Appro-
priations both, it would be wonderful. I
would ask unanimous consent that
that be done.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Madam
Speaker, I believe that those commit-
tees have to work in concert.

I asked the chairman on the floor if
he would give our bill a hearing. We did
not get that. Instead, we had this $200
million proposal come before this body.
It is not cost-effective. It is not going
to solve the problem, whereas the
States, where we should be handling
this problem, can solve it, if we give
them the wherewithal to do it.

We are closing down these military
bases. Those facilities can be used. As I
said before, the Committee on Armed
Services and the gentleman’'s commit-
tee are the committees of jurisdiction.
If they would work together, we could
get that done.

Mr. BROOKS. Madam Speaker, if the
gentleman will continue to yield, I am
delighted to work with the Committee
on Armed Services. I have a high re-
gard for them. I would be delighted to
work with the gentleman on this. I am
very sympathetic to the utilization of
such bases for our boot camps or for
full-class prisons, whatever they want
to use them for.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Madam
Speaker, I thank the gentleman.

Mr. BROOKS. Madam Speaker, I
vield 3 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from  California [Mr.
BECERRA], a member of the committee.

Mr. BECERRA. Madam Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for making it
possible for a number of us who are
new Members to be able to vote on a
series of crime bills that will deal not
only with incarceration and remedi-
ation of a problem with crime but also
with the preventative aspects.

Madam

November 3, 1993

A number of us were elected to Con-
gress hoping that we would not deal
just with the back end of things but at
the front end, before it gets too bad,
that we would find a way to try to stop
young people, kids, adolescents from
every becoming criminal offenders and
youthful offenders. So I thank the
chairman for giving us that chance.

Let me also recite just a few anec-
dotes that occurred recently.

Three days ago at my house there .
were some Kkids trick or treating. To-
wards the end of the evening, about 8
o'clock at night, there was a woman
with about six children who came
knocking at our door after having sat
at our front steps for about 5 or 10 min-
utes. She said, “Would you mind if I
came in and left these children here
while I make a phone call to see if my
husband will come pick us up? There
appear to be a gang of young men who
are out there throwing eggs at homes
and harassing the kids. I would like to
find out where my husband is.”

So we let her make the call. Her hus-
band did show up, but this was at 8
o'clock in the evening in what I would
consider a decent neighborhood. I con-
sider where I live to be fairly safe, but
yet this was a woman who had to call
her husband to come pick her up be-
cause she was afraid to be outside.

I recounted that to my staff and, at
the same time, they pointed out to me
what had occurred that evening as
well. And that was there were three
young boys in the city of Pasadena
right next to Los Angeles who had been
shot and killed just without any cause
by unknown sources, some individuals,
young men. It is unknown who they
were. Yet they were gunned down
pointblank. They are now gone. We
have no reason to understand why, but
they are gone.

I thought that was selfless, but then
I turned to my staff and said, *'This is
what we have to try to stop.”

One of my staff members recounted
something that occurred to a friend of
hers within the past few months. A
friend of hers was parked with her boy-
friend on the side of a road. Three indi-
viduals came up and told them they
were being held up. My staff member
told me that her friend and her friend's
boyfriend were pulled from the car,
were told to get in the trunk. They
were told that they were to be taken to
the beach and they were going to be
killed. At some moment a car passed
by. The woman had enough sense to
yell, “Run.”” She escaped. Her boy-
friend saw the same thing occurring
while these three individuals stood and
did nothing.
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He ran off and they were fine. These
were two individuals who probably
were about to be killed, and they were
very fortunate to escape.

The types of legislation we have be-
fore us today hopefully will help us
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deal with what we see here, senseless
crime. I am very pleased to say that a
number of us were very supportive of
this type of legislation. Whether it is
community policing or trying to go
after drug abuse, gang prevention, we
should do it, and this is the time.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Madam
Speaker, I yield 4 minutes to the dis-
tinguished gentlewoman from New
York [Ms. MOLINARI].

Ms. MOLINARI. Madam Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding time
to me.

Madam Speaker, I rise today not to
talk about the five grants that we are
discussing, because some of them will
have a minimal impact on crime as it
affects our country, but they will not
near eradicate the impact of what we
have chosen not to discuss today.

It is my understanding by listening
to the debate all morning and after-
noon long that the issues were sepa-
rated out on the basis of what was con-
troversial and what was not controver-
sial, so some issues would not get
bogged down in politics and others
would be allowed to be put into legisla-
tive initiatives. It was also my under-
standing that for a wvery significant
portion of time the Committee on the
Judiciary was working cooperatively,
both sides, on provisions affecting one
group of individuals in America. There
was no controversy. We were in agree-
ment. It just so happened that that
group that would be affected is women.

The gentlewoman from Colorado
[Mrs. SCHROEDER], the gentleman from
Minnesota [Mr. RAMSTAD], along with
the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr.
SENSENBRENNER], were working coop-
eratively on several important, non-
controversial provisions to make life a
little safer in the United States for
women, provisions like extending and
strengthening restitution, reimbursing
victims for lost income and necessary
child care expenses, for trying proceed-
ings, creating new offenses punishable
by up to 20 years imprisonment for
interstate stalking, the full faith and
credit of protective orders across State
lines, a national study on campus sex-
ual assault, a national task force to
deal with violence against women,
mandatory restitution for sex crimes,
domestic violence and stalking of-
fenses, the Violence Against Women
Act, a Democrat bill, strengthening the
rape victim shield law, and payment
for testing HIV and sexually transmit-
ted diseases for victims of sexual as-
sault.

These were all agreed to in commit-
tee, as I understand it. These were not
controversial. These are actions that
cannot wait any longer. By addressing
these issues today, Congress could be
sending an important message to
women and their potential attackers.
Today, by failing to mention even one
of them, we unfortunately send the
message that we as a Congress do not
think that they are important at all.
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Mr. BROOKS. Madam Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. DE LA GARzA], the distin-
guished chairman of the Committee on
Agriculture.

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Madam Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding time
to me.

Madam Speaker, the local commu-
nities are doing, to the extent possible,
what they can with the items that we
discuss today: crime, burglary, robber-
ies, gang warfare. In my area, which
used to be a peaceful, law-abiding area,
in the last few days they found a body,
decomposed, with a bullet hole through
the head, of a young man about 30.

A policeman was shot and killed as
he tried to help a youngster being at-
tacked by a rival gang. A young lady
was raped, attacked, and died shortly
after arriving at the hospital. The local
police, as best they can, address this
issue. They do not have the resources,
do not have the manpower. There is yet
the community effort that needs to be
enhanced.

Last Saturday night I attended a ses-
sion where the judges have a commit-
tee of volunteers who work with way-
ward youngsters. Later that evening
we attended a session of what is called
communities in schools, people who
work with dropouts and potential drop-
outs. This series of bills that have been
put out by the committee, I would like
to commend the chairman and all the
members of the committee for allowing
us to address them from this level, for
rightly or wrongly, the local commu-
nities now look to Washington for ev-
erything that happens in those commu-
nities.

The moral aspect of it, the family
values, all of that is there. It just has
to be motivated and mobilized. The
mobilizing and motivating has to be
done by local law enforcement, by the
local political leaders. These bills are
tools that help in that respect.

Madam Speaker, I feel very sincerely
it can be done. I commend everyone
that has worked on this endeavor, for
these tools can be what makes us turn
around.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Madam
Speaker, may I inquire as to the time
remaining on each side.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
UNSOELD). The gentleman from Wiscon-
sin [Mr. SENSENBRENNER] has 5% min-
utes remaining, and the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. BROOKS] has T minutes
remaining.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Madam
Speaker, I have no further requests for
time, and I yield back the balance of
my time.

Mr. BROOKS. Madam Speaker, I
yield the balance of my time to my dis-
tinguished friend, the gentleman from
New York [Mr. SCHUMER], the chair-
man of the Subcommittee on Crime
and Criminal Justice of the Committee
on the Judiciary.

27265

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the distinguished gentleman from
Beaumont and Jasper, TX, and places
in between, Galveston, TX, for yielding
time to me. It reminds me of a song,
which I will spare the body at the mo-
ment.

Mr. Speaker, we in Congress have
heard for years about the emerging
problem of urban youth gangs. Unfor-
tunately, this problem is no longer
emerging, it is right here. Youth gangs
are now major players in America's
epidemic of violent crime, and they
threaten the future of an entire genera-
tion of Americans.

Mr. Speaker, because this is a prob-
lem, we have drafted and put together
H.R. 3353, which is an important na-
tional response to the frightening
trend of gangs. It authorizes the Bu-
reau of Justice Assistance to provide
grants to the cities and States to fight
youth gang violence and drug traffick-
ing. These grants will be used to
thwart the birth of new gangs and
weaken existing gangs. It goes along
with the whole theme of what we are
doing today, which is that prevention
is important.

Somehow some of the people on the
other side of the aisle seem to think
that we cannot do both prevention and
punishment. I assure my colleagues
that there are many of us who believe
strongly in both: tough sentences,
jails, and the kind of punishment that
is necessary, but prevention also. Let
us stop kids from getting into gangs,
and then, unfortunately, if they do, and
do bad things, let us punish them.

This bill deals with the preventative
end, not because the punishment end is
controversial, but because in terms of
drugs and guns we have basically done
that in previous crime bills. I urge my
colleagues to support this legislation.

Mrs. KENNELLY. Mr. Speaker, | rise today
in strong support of the crime legislation be-
fore us today. Violent crime and its effects
have always been unacceptable to Americans.
Lately, however, the problem has worsened.
Incidents of violent crime seem more frequent
and the victims younger and more innocent
each day.

In  Connecticut, the level of crime
hasincreased in recent years, as the State
struggles to find ways to combat the problem.
Local police in Connecticut are forced to deal
with increasing criminal activity, including un-
precedented levels of gang violence, commit-
ted by more heavily armed criminals. This is
the difficulty faced by towns and cities all over
the country: less money and manpower to
deal with a growing rate of crime.

The legislation before us would provide im-
portant resources in the fight against crime. |
would call special attention to H.R. 3353,
which aims to reduce the number of juvenile
gangs and H.R. 3351, which would allow the
development of alternative methods of youthful
offenders. Hopefully, by focusing these re-
sources on young offenders, we can change
their path before they settle in to a life of
crime.
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These measures will not erase our crime
problem, but represent an important start.
Fighting crime must become a bipartisan
issue. We can no longer afford to argue over
Democratic and Republican responses to this
demoralizing problem. Congress, together with
the Clinton administration and State and local
governments, must put their differences aside
and work together in making our streets safer.

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. DE
LA GARzA). The question is on the mo-
tion offered by the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. BROOKS] that the House sus-
pend the rules and pass the bill, H.R.
3353, as amended.

The question was taken.

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, on that I
demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the provisions of clause 5 of rule
I and the Chair’s prior announcement,
further proceedings on the motion will
be postponed.

SUBSTANCE ABUSE TREATMENT
FOR STATE PRISONERS

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 3354) to amend the Omnibus
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of
1968 to allow grants for the purpose of
developing and implementing residen-
tial substance abuse treatment pro-
grams within State correctional facili-
ties, as well as within local correc-
tional facilities in which inmates are
incarcerated for a period of time suffi-
cient to permit substance abuse treat-
ment, as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 3354

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. RESIDENTIAL SUBSTANCE ABUSE
TREATMENT FOR STATE PRISONERS.

(a) RESIDENTIAL SUBSTANCE ABUSE TREAT-
MENT FOR PRISONERS.—Title I of the Omnibus
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968
(42 U.8.C. 3711 et seq.), is amended—

(1) by redesignating part Q as part R;

(2) by redesignating section 1701 as section
1801; and

(3) by inserting after part P the following:
“PART Q—RESIDENTIAL SUBSTANCE

ABUSE TREATMENT FOR STATE FPRIS-

ONERS
“SEC. 1701. GRANT AUTHORIZATION.

“The Director of the Bureau of Justice As-
sistance (referred to in this part as the ‘Di-
rector’') may make grants under this part to
States, for the use by States and units of
local government for the purpose of develop-
ing and implementing residential substance
abuse treatment programs within State cor-
rectional facilities, as well as within local
correctional facilities in which inmates are
incarcerated for a period of time sufficient
to permit substance abuse treatment.

“SEC. 1702. STATE APPLICATIONS.

“(a) IN GENERAL.—(1) To request a grant
under this part the chief executive of a State
shall submit an application to the Director
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in such form and containing such informa-
tion as the Director may reasonably require.

*(2) Such application shall include assur-
ances that Federal funds received under this
part shall be used to supplement, not sup-
plant, non-Federal funds that would other-
wise be avallable for activities funded under
this part.

“(3) Such application shall coordinate the
design and implementation of treatment pro-
grams between State correctional represent-
atives and the State Alcohol and Drug Abuse
agency (and, If appropriate, between rep-
resentatives of local correctional agencies
and representatives of either the State alco-
hol and drug abuse agency or any appro-
priate local alcohol and drug abuse agency).

*(b) SUBSTANCE ABUSE TESTING REQUIRE-
MENT.—To be eligible to recelve funds under
this part, a State must agree to implement
or continue to require urinalysis or similar
testing of individuals in correctional resi-
dential substance abuse treatment programs.
Such testing shall Include Individuals re-
leased from residential substance abuse
treatment programs who remain in the cus-
tody of the State.

“(e) ELIGIBILITY FOR PREFERENCE WITH
AFTER CARE COMPONENT.—

“(1) To be eligible for a preference under
this part, a State must ensure that individ-
uals who participate in the substance abuse
treatment program established or imple-
mented with assistance provided under this
part will be provided with aftercare services.

**(2) State aftercare services must involve
the coordination of the correctional facility
treatment program with other human serv-
ice and rehabilitation programs, such as edu-
cational and job training programs, parole
supervision programs, half-way house pro-
grams, and participation in self-help and
peer groups programs, that may aid in the
rehabilitation of individuals in the substance
abuse treatment program.

*(3) To qualify as an aftercare program,
the head of the substance abuse treatment
program, In conjunction with State and local
authorities and organizations involved in
substance abuse treatment, shall assist in
placement of substance abuse treatment pro-
gram participants with appropriate commu-
nity substance abuse treatment facilities
when such Individuals leave the correctional
facility at the end of a sentence or on parole.

*(d) STATE OFFICE.—The Office designated
under section 507 of this title—

‘(1) shall prepare the application as re-
quired under section 1702, and

**(2) shall administer grant funds received
under this part, including review of spend-
ing, processing, progress, financial reporting,
technical assistance, grant adjustments, ac-
counting, auditing, and fund disbursement.
“SEC. 1703. REVIEW OF STATE APPLICATIONS,

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—The Director shall make
a grant under section 1701 to carry out the
projects described in the application submit-
ted under section 1702 upon determining
that—

**(1) the application Is consistent with the
requirements of this part; and

**(2) before the approval of the application
the Director has made an affirmative finding
in writing that the proposed project has been
reviewed in accordance with this part.

‘'(b) APPROVAL.—Each application submit-
ted under section 1702 shall be considered ap-
proved, in whole or in part, by the Director
not later than 45 days after first received un-
less the Director informs the applicant of
specific reasons for disapproval.

*{c) RESTRICTION.—Grant funds recelved
under this part shall not be used for land ac-
qguisition or construction projects.

November 3, 1993

*(d) DISAPPROVAL NOTICE AND RECONSIDER-
ATION.—The Director shall not disapprove
any application without first affording the
applicant reasonable notice and an oppor-
tunity for reconsideration.

“SEC. 1704, ALLOCATION AND DISTRIBUTION OF
FUNDS.

**(a) ALLOCATION.—Of the total amount ap-
propriated under this part in any fiscal
year—

(1) 0.4 percent shall be allocated to each
of the participating States; and

‘Y2) of the total funds remaining after the
allocation under paragraph (1), there shall be
allocated to each of the participating States
an amount which bears the same ratio to the
amount of remaining funds described In this
paragraph as the State prison population of
such State bears to the total prison popu-
lation of all the participating States.

“{b) FEDERAL SHARE.—The Federal share of
a grant made under this part may not exceed
75 percent of the total costs of the projects
described in the application submitted under
section 1702 for the fiscal year for which the
projects receive assistance under this part.
“SEC. 1705. EVALUATION

“Each State that receives a grant under
this part shall submit to the Director an
evaluation not later than March 1 of each
year in such form and.containing such infor-
mation as the Director may reasonably re-
quire.”. ;

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The table of
contents of title I of the Omnibus Crime Con-
trol and Safe Streets Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C.
3711 et seq.), is amended by striking the mat-
ter relating to part Q and inserting the fol-
lowing:

““PART Q—RESIDENTIAL SUBSTANCE ABUSE

TREATMENT FOR PRISONERS

‘*Sec. 1701. Grant authorization.

‘*Sec, 1702. State applications.

“Sec. 1703. Review of State applications.

““Sec. 1704. Allocation and distribution of
funds.

“*Sec, 1705, Evaluation.

“PART R—TRANSITION—EFFECTIVE DATE—
REPEALER

“*Sec. 1801. Continuation of rules, authori-
ties, and proceedings.".

(¢) DEFINITIONS.—Section 901(a) of the Om-
nibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of
1968 (42 U.S.C. 3791(a)) is amended by adding
after paragraph (23) the following:

‘'(24) The term ‘residential substance abuse
treatment program' means a course of Indi-
vidual and group activities, lasting between
9 and 12 months, in residential treatment fa-
cilities set apart from the general prison
population—

““(A) directed at the substance abuse prob-
lems of the prisoner; and

*(B) intended to develop the prisoner’s cog-
nitive, behavioral, social, vocational, and
other skills so as to solve the prisoner's sub-
stance abuse and related problems.".

SEC. 2. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

Section 1001(a) of title I of the Omnibus
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968
(42 U.8.C. 3793), i1s amended by adding after
paragraph (10) the following:

*(11) There are authorized to be appro-
priated $100,000,000 for each of the fiscal
years 1994, 1995, and 1996 to carry out the
projects under part Q..

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. BROOKs] will be recognized
for 20 minutes, and the gentleman from
Wisconsin [Mr. SENSENBRENNER] will be
recognized for 20 minutes.
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The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. BROOKS].
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Mr, BROOKS. Mr, Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of H.R.
3354. This bill amends the Omnibus
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of
1968 to allow Federal grants for resi-
dential substance abuse treatment pro-
grams within State correctional facili-
ties, as well as within local correc-
tional facilities in which inmates are
incarcerated for a period of time suffi-
cient to permit substance abuse treat-
ment.

To be eligible for program funds, par-
ticipating States must have a drug
testing component. In responding to
the fact that States have ever-dwin-
dling resources, this eligibility require-
ment does not mean testing of every
single prisoner. If a State determines
that another way of handling drug-
testing is a better way to go, its eligi-
bility will not be affected.

H.R. 3354 is another attempt to assist
States and local governments to break
the vicious cycle of crime fed by drug
addiction, and it is a worthwhile pro-
gram. The program moneys in H.R. 3354
will be money well spent. I salute Con-
gressman SCHUMER and others in his
subcommittee, and Republicans and
Democrats in the full committee who
have actively pushed this needed pro-
gram forward. I urge my colleagues to
support this proposal.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Speaker, this is another un-
funded authorization bill, $300 million
worth of promises and not one penny of
delivery.

In my opinion, there is nothing
wrong with encouraging States to have
drug treatment programs for people
who are incarcerated, and this bill
would be noncontroversial if it were
funded. But it is not. It is going to dan-
gle a carrot in front of the nose of the
States that there will be money avail-
able to try to detoxify criminals before
they are released from prison, and the
Congress will continue moving the car-
rot further and further away from the
rabbit so that the rabbit will never get
it. And that is what is wrong with what
the majority party has proposed here
today.

There were a number of elections
around the country yesterday, and
crime was a critical issue in the cam-
paigns in Virginia, and in New Jersey,
and in New York City. The voters in
each of those jurisdictions rejected the
approach to crime that has been talked
about today, that we can resolve the
problem of crime by throwing money
at it, and they want more action. We
are not even throwing money at the

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

problem today. We are promising
money sometime in the future and tell-
ing our State and local governments
and the constituents that all of us rep-
resent that the check will be in the
mail sometime later when we find the
money to do it.

I think it is significant that the ma-
jority party has moved these bills to
the floor today without waiting for the
rescission bill that is being promised
by the Clinton administration. I do not
think we are going to see a penny of
appropriations in these programs until
the next fiscal year, which begins on
October 1 of 1994. And there will be
doubtless thousands of our citizens
lying in the grave while Congress de-
cides to find the money to fight crime.
We should have done it before sending
these bills to the floor.

We should get the message that the
American people do not want promises
anymore but want action.

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he
may consume to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Georgia [Mr. GINGRICH],
the Republican whip.

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Speaker, let me
say first of all that I regard today's ac-
tivities as a great disappointment. The
Democratic leadership had an oppor-
tunity to bring a serious, comprehen-
sive crime bill to the floor. The Demo-
cratic leadership had an opportunity to
schedule a debate and a vote, pref-
erably with an open rule to allow Mem-
bers to do something about violent
crime, about rape, about crimes
against women, about drug dealing,
about all of the things that need to be
dealt with in America today. Instead,
for reasons I do not fully understand,
the Democratic leadership decided to
bring out a series of tiny little bills,
trotting to the floor each without any
money attached to it, each designed to
provide a press release, one or two of
them doing things that frankly are
moderately useful. They are not harm-
ful, but compared to the scale of the
problem we face in America today, to-
day’s efforts by the Democratic leader-
ship represent a disastrous failure of
leadership. It represents an abandon-
ment of the victims of crime. It rep-
resents a walking away from the prob-
lems of crime.

Now I must say it is ironic that the
Democratic leadership decided to fail
on the issue of crime the day after the
country voted, because the message
from yesterday was clear. Who won in
New York City? The former prosecutor
who promised to make New York safer,
who has a track record of putting
criminals in jail. What was the issue in
Virginia? It was whether or not we
would have a Governor in George Allen
who is prepared to be tough on violent
criminals. What was the only thing
which preserved Florio's governorship
and made him in contention? The fact
that he had been very tough on crime.

What happened in Washington State,
normally considered a fairly liberal
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State? When a bill was brought up in
Washington State where they had the
initiative, and the voters can go past
the professional politicians, and the
voters can demand a vote, by 3 to 1 the
people of the State of Washington
passed an initiative which said if you
are a three-time violent criminal, you
are locked up for life. We are not going
to put you back on the street. We are
not going to trust you, and we are
going to protect innocent Americans
from violent criminals. And that isin a
State that is normally regarded as the
bellwether of liberal States.

The day after citizens across the
country said they were tired of violent
crimes, they were tired of drug deal-
ers,they were tired of being afraid, we
have this spectacle. No comprehensive
crime bill, no effort to deal with an ef-
fective, believable death penalty, no ef-
fort to ensure that there are enough
prisons, no effort to provide the money
necessary to hire the policemen. Not
just a press release, not just yes, it is
a good idea, but here is how we are
going to pay for the 50,000 policemen.

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GINGRICH. I am glad to yield to
the gentleman from New York.

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Speaker, is the
gentleman aware of the rescission bill
that has been drafted and will be on
the House floor in the next few weeks?

Mr. GINGRICH. Yes, I am.

Mr. SCHUMER. Is the gentleman
aware that is that bill is $3.4 billion,
the total amount necessary for funding
the cop on the beat program?

Mr. GINGRICH. I am not aware of
that.

Mr. SCHUMER. I bring that to the
gentleman's attention.

Mr. GINGRICH. And you are going to
vote for the rescission bill which pro-
vides the $3.4 billion?

Mr. SCHUMER. I expect that I will. I
have to read the details, but I expect

to.

Mr. GINGRICH. That is helpful. But
it is not attached to today's bill, am I
right?

Mr. SCHUMER. If the gentleman
would continue to yield, the gentleman
knows darn well that we do authoriza-
tions on this bill in this committee,
and that to then get the kind of cuts
necessary, we cannot do it in the Judi-
ciary Committee. It would slow down
the bill, et cetera.

If this bill, the cops on the beat pro-
vision, is not funded within the next
several months, the President has en-
deavored, unlike President Bush and
President Reagan, to fund a program
he believes in.

Mr. GINGRICH. Wait a second now,
hold it. Let me just ask my friend from
New York, is it not true that in the
Clinton budget that was sent up, and in
the Clinton preparation for next year’'s
budget that in fact they are cutting
law enforcement, that the only area
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they dramatically cut in the White
House was the Office of Drug Enforce-
ment? Is it not true that there is less
money for prisons in the Clinton pro-
gram, and that they cut money out of
the prison program?

Mr. SCHUMER. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. GINGRICH. I am glad to yield to
the gentleman from New York.

Mr. SCHUMER. The one that the
gentleman mentioned, cuts in the Of-
fice of Drug Enforcement, those are the
very same bureaucrats that the Repub-
lican bill wants to cut 5 percent. Those
are not FBI agents, those are not DEA
agents, those are not corrections offi-
cers. Those are the bureaucrats that 10
minutes ago or half an hour ago the
gentleman who is well represented by
his colleagues from Florida and Vir-
ginia said that is where the cuts ought
to be made. And yet when the Presi-
dent makes them, they are no good.

Mr. GINGRICH. Let me say the
President did not cut 5 percent. He
wiped out.

Let me say second, I want to come
back, is it not true in preparing for
next year's budget the FBI and the
prison program have both been told to
expect serious cuts?

Mr. SCHUMER. If that happens, it
would be fought. I have not heard that.
So the gentleman must have bhetter
sources into the White House than I do.

Mr. GINGRICH. I have absolutely
been told that is true, and those docu-
ments are in Justice right now, and
they are being told by the Office of
Management and Budget to expect
cuts. And I believe it was back in the
spring, I think the historic fact is that
it was back in the spring that Clinton
cut the prison program.
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Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GINGRICH. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. I thank the
gentleman.

Also, last year, when President Bush
was in office, I seem to recall that the
Democratic budget which was passed
by this House, cut $140 million out of
the law enforcement function and re-
allocated it elsewhere in the Federal
budget.

Mr. GINGRICH. Let me make sure I
understand my friend from Wisconsin.
Last year, the Democrats in this House
cut $140 million out of law enforce-
ment, is that correct?

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. As requested
by President Bush; that is correct.

Mr. GINGRICH. That is, below Presi-
dent Bush's request.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. That is cor-
rect.

Mr. GINGRICH. The President, Presi-
dent Bush was trying to spend $140 mil-
lion more on law enforcement than the
Democrats in the House were willing to
spend. Is that correct?
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Mr. SENSENBRENNER. That is cor-
rect.

Mr. GINGRICH. Surely my good
friend from New York [Mr. SCHUMER]
did not vote for that.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. I believe he
did. But he can speak for himself.

Mr. GINGRICH. Did the gentleman
vote for that?

Mr. SCHUMER. If the gentleman
would yield, I do not know what bill
the gentleman is referring to.

Mr. GINGRICH. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin for a reply.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. The budget
resolution last year.

Mr. SCHUMER. The budget resolu-
tion, if the gentleman will admit, had
more money for law enforcement than
the previous year. And that is why I
voted for it. Let me just finish, if I
may.

Mr. GINGRICH. I yield to my friend
from Wisconsin for just a moment.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. It was my
time which I yielded to the gentleman
from Georgia.

This was the budget resolution that
the President sent to Congress in 1992.
The Democrats cut $140 million out of
law enforcement and spent it else-
where. Now, with this rescission bill,
you know, I have been around here
long enough, as has the gentleman
from Georgia, to know that you do not
pass one bill on the requirement that
another bill passes.

I will be very surprised if this rescis-
sion bill to free up money for cops on
the beat is on the President's desk by
the time we adjourn prior to Thanks-
giving. that is literally *‘the check is in
the mail,”’ and the people are sick of it.

Mr. McCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. GINGRICH. I yield to my friend
from Florida.

Mr. McCOLLUM. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding to me.

Mr. Speaker, it is my understanding
from former Attorney General Barr,
who came before our Republican com-
mittee hearing on this issue just this
last Friday that the current budget
cuts 10 percent out of law enforcement,
that we are now operating under, and
next year's budget will cut, it is antici-
pated, another 10 percent from the
Clinton administration of the FBI, the
DEA, et cetera. And I think that is a
very accurate portrayal of what it
does—10 percent this year, 10 percent
next year, I do not know what is going
to happen in the third year.

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GINGRICH. I yield to the gen-
tleman from New York.

Mr. SCHUMER. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding.

Two things: I have not heard a thing,
and I think I will know when they are
in pretty good shape to determine it.
So, Attorney General Barr, the former
Attorney General, as much as I respect
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him, his speculation I do not think has
a place here, What amazes me—what
amazes me is here we have a President
making a real endeavor to add $3.4 bil-
lion for cops on the beat, and what do
we hear from the other side? Not join-
ing with us to end the gridlock, to get
something real done; but rather, ““Well,
last year while President Bush was
President, it didn't go up enough, it
should have gone up another $140 mil-
lion,” 3 percent of this $3.4 billion. And
what do we hear? We hear that here
you have people on both sides of the
aisle, very conservative Members,
complainiing that this $3.4 billion
should go to deficit reduction and not
to cops on the beat, and the President
is making a fight over it. And finally,
what we hear from this side of the aisle
is complaining about doing these kinds
of things. Instead of saying, ‘“Yes,
these are good things, we will join you
in getting an appropriation,” because
that is how the process works, instead
of in the Senate saying, ‘‘Let's get that
crime bill on the floor,” they are fili-
bustering. I would say to the good gen-
tlemen here it seems to me, and it
would seem to most observers that
these folks are petrified that we are fi-
nally going to do something on crime
and take the issue away.

Mr. GINGRICH. Let me reclaim my
time.

Mr. SCHUMER. May I finish?

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. DE
LA GARZA). The gentleman from Wis-
consin [Mr. SENSENBRENNER] controls
the time; he has yielded as much time
as the gentleman may consume to the
gentleman from Georgia [Mr. GING-
RICH].

Mr. GINGRICH. So that I may cur-
rently, temporarily, control the time,

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Georgia [Mr. GINGRICH] is
consuming the time as allotted.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, will the gentleman yield to me?

Mr. GINGRICH. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin briefly.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. I thank the
gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, Vice President GORE's
National Performance Review sug-
gested that we save $189 million in ad-
ministrative expense by combining the
FBI, the DEA, and the Bureau of Alco-
hol, Tobacco and Firearms. Attorney
General Reno has rejected that.

So here is $189 million that we could
have spent on these programs that are
basically being used to continue to fi-
nance duplication of services.

So we hear all kinds of things from
the administration on the majority
side; it would be helpful if they spoke
out of one voice.

Mr. GINGRICH. Let me say un-
equivocally to my friend from New
York [Mr. ScHUMER], and then I want
to give other people a chance to talk,
but I want to respond to the gentleman
on a couple of points.
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First, this is November 3. The bu-
reaucracy is currently preparing the
budget for next year. Somebody in the
bureaucracy has told former Attorney
General Barr what they are being
asked to do by the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget. I am inclined, based
on the track record of the Clinton ad-
ministration, to believe that the Office
of Management and Budget has asked
for a 10-percent cut in law enforcement
because this administration is long on
public relations and short on law en-
forcement.

Second, and I am surprised the gen-
tleman has not been told by his staff,
and if he checks, I am sure that Mr.
Panetta would be glad to tell him what
their current planning is for cutting
the spending on FBI and on prisons and
on drug enforcement.

Second, what we are trying to sug-
gest to you, and I know this is a radical
thought, that when most Ameri-
cans—

Mr. SCHUMER. Would the gentleman
yield for just a fact? I have just gotten
some information.

Mr. GINGRICH. Let me just con-
tinue.

Mr. SCHUMER. The gentleman does
not want to hear facts, just the rhet-
oric?

Mr. GINGRICH. I have been more
than generous in yielding.

Let me just say, second, the point we
are trying to drive home is that the
American people would like to have an
enforceable, believable death penalty.
The American people would like to
have violent juveniles treated as
adults. When you have a bill coming up
today, H.R. 3351, which moves the sta-
tus of youthful offender in exactly the
wrong direction, you now have 22-year-
olds and I believe in your committee
mark it was 26- or 28-year-olds who
were going to be considered youthful.
Now, I will tell you, a woman who has
been the victim of a rape, the store-
keeper who has been the victim of a
shooting, the person who has been the
vietim of a mugging, the family who
has survived their loved one getting
killed, do not regard 22-year-olds and
26-year-olds and 28-year-olds as youth-
ful. They regard them as dangerous.

I think it is exactly the wrong direc-
tion to keep extending the age of youth
upward, instead of being much more
tough on violent criminals.

Now, let me go further: We are sug-
gesting—and the gentleman has plenty
of time on his side, and he will get
yvielded to—we are suggesting to the
Democratic leadership that the mes-
sage from the American people is to
bring a comprehensive serious crime
bill to the floor. Let me give you just
one example that I know is hard for
some Democrats to understand. It does
not do you any good to have more po-
lice if you do not build more prisons;
and where Mr. McCoLLUM has sug-
gested real leadership in suggesting re-
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gional Federal prisons in an effort to
collaborate with the States. It does not
help to have more police pick up the
same felon for the ninth time in a year
s0 they can be run through the mill to
be dropped out the back door of the
prison, to go back on the street to do
the same thing. We are trying on the
Republican side to put all of it to-
gether, an enforceable, believable
death penalty, treating all violent of-
fenders as though they are dangerous,
making sure we have enough prisons to
lock up everybody who is violent, doing
it in one package, along with more po-
lice on the streets, so that the system
works. And we have had now
stonewalling by the Democratic leader-
ship, who shocked us a week ago when
they dropped their plan to have a com-
prehensive crime bill and went with
these series of sort of pygmy bills run-
ning across here, each of them tiny, in-
teresting, and nice public relations ges-
tures, but none of them big enough,
strong enough, and serious enough to
deal with violent criminals.

Let me yield to my friend——

Mr. SCHUMER. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. GINGRICH. No.

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, can we
have regular order?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
time of the gentleman from Wisconsin
[Mr. SENSENBRENNER] has expired.

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker,
much time do I have left?

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
gentleman from Texas [Mr. BROOKS]
has 18 minutes remaining.

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to my distinguished friend,
the gentleman from New York [Mr.
SCHUMER].

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Speaker, might I
address the minority whip? I have just
heard from the White House. It is, once
again, the minority whip is throwing
facts around. This year's budget, ac-
cording to Mr. Panetta, has an B8-per-
cent increase in law enforcement and
the $3.4 billion for the baseline for cops
on the beat.

I would add that, if you add those
two things together, it is a greater in-
crease in law enforcement than we
have had in the last 4 years. Does the
President, if that is true, deserve some
plaudits for that?

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. SCHUMER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Georgia.

Mr. GINGRICH. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, if it turns out the Presi-
dent has an 8 percent increase in Fed-
eral law enforcement and $3.4 billion on
cops on the street, I would be glad to
hold a joint press conference with the
gentleman and praise the President
when he brings the budget up for hav-
ing done something good, and that
would be a good thing to do for Amer-
ica.

how
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Mr. SCHUMER. I would say to the
gentleman, Mr. Speaker, I will see him
in the Gallery.

Let me just make a couple of other
points, if I might, and I do not need too
much time for them.

Again, and I would say this to the
gentleman from Georgia, if he would
look at the bill, the bill he was talking
about—does the gentleman from Geor-
gia want to learn what is in the bill he
was talking about?

The bill he was talking about, which
we just finished debating, deals not
with reducing sentences on first-time
nonviolent offenders. There is not a
line in the bill that deals with that. If
the gentleman thinks there is, let him
read it and show it to me.

What it deals with is much of the
problem, and it is not just in New
York. It is in his city of Atlanta, where
first-time offenders get no punishment
now.

This is a grant program, assuming
that the prisons are filled up, to help
provide some kind of punishment other
than a slap on the wrist.

I would say to the gentleman in the
spirit in which he applauded the Presi-
dent before, if the facts we have given
him are true, and I have every reason
to believe they are true, he should be
supporting this.

Now, I agree with the gentleman that
we have much more to do.

My subcommittee will take up a
death penalty bill next year, as the
gentleman knows. We have done that
in the past. We will try to get—I cer-
tainly will try to get more money for
prisons, because as I said to the other
side while they were here, we believe in
both prevention and punishment.

Prevention can be tough. It can be
the Brady bill to stop criminals from
getting guns. It can be Cop On The
Beat, and it can be drug treatment.

If the gentleman would see to it next
year with his power and his position on
his side of the aisle that the habeas
corpus issue does not hold us up, as it
has in the past, I think we can get all
of that done.

I would say to the gentleman that
perhaps we can begin together working
on that, but I will tell the gentleman
one thing.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
UNSOELD). The time of the gentleman
from New York [Mr. SCHUMER] has ex-
pired.

Mr. BROOKS. Madam Speaker, I
yield 3 additional minutes to the gen-
tleman from New York,

Mr. SCHUMER. Madam Speaker, I
am not going to allow five programs or
six programs, which the gentleman
concedes are meritious. Ask Mr.
Juliani, who he mentioned, what he
thinks of Cops On The Beat, drug treat-
ment in the prisons, early incarcer-
ation, and this bill we are debating. He
likes them all. He has talked about
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them, to see those held up until we can
come to agreement on the rest.

Mr. GINGRICH. Madam Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. SCHUMER. I am happy to yield
to the gentleman from Georgia.

Mr. GINGRICH. On page 9 of the gen-
tleman's bill, which I did look at, I be-
lieve in the original version they ex-
tended young offender to 28 years. Now
it is extended to 22.

I am simply suggesting that is not
what most Americans, and particularly
victims, think of as young offenders. I
think that is the wrong direction.

Mr. SCHUMER. Reclaiming my time,
Madam Chairman, what I would say to
the gentleman is that is not a reduc-
tion in jail time, and only these offend-
ers, whether they be 18 or 15 or 13 or 19
or 22, if they commit a violent crime, if
they commit a serious crime, their
State laws will not put them in this
program. This deals with the kid who
breaks a window.

If the gentleman would like to be
educated on this issue, this deals with
when a kid breaks a window. This deals
with when a kid commits a minor low-
level crime, and right now gets no pun-
ishment at all.

It is a grant program. It does not re-
duce the sentence, because that is
State law.

If the gentleman thinks that the
whole reason not to have these pro-
grams is so they will deal only with 17-
year-olds who commit these, rather
than 19-year-olds, who have a disagree-
ment.

Mr. GINGRICH. Madam Speaker, will
the gentleman yield further?

Mr. SCHUMER. I am happy to yield
to the gentleman from Georgia.

Mr. GINGRICH. I just want to make
two points. On page 2 of the gentle-
man’'s bill, it says, ‘‘Alternative meth-
ods to punishment to traditional forms
of incarceration.”

Mr. SCHUMER. And probation.

Mr. GINGRICH. And second, every-
where in America people plea bargain
for violent crimes down to misdemean-
ors, and this allows a person who has
plea bargained for a violent crime to
have an alternative to incarceration at
22 years of age. We just disagree about
whether that is a good idea.

Mr. SCHUMER. Madam Speaker, re-
claiming my time, * * * Listen on the
television there.

Mr. WALKER. Madam Speaker, I de-
mand the gentleman’s words be taken
down.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
UNSOELD). The gentleman will suspend.

Does the gentleman ask unanimous
consent to proceed?

Mr. SCHUMER. Madam Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent to proceed.

Mr. WALKER. Madam Speaker, I ob-
ject. I asked that the gentleman's
words be taken down.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the words.
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Mr. SCHUMER. Madam Speaker, I
will withdraw the words that the gen-
tleman left for the Cloakroom. I will
withdraw those words.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from New York?

Mr. WALKER. Madam Speaker, that
does not fully cover what the problem
is in terms of the words.

Madam Speaker, the Clerk will re-
port the words.

Mr. SCHUMER. Madam Speaker, I
withdraw all objectionable words. I
would like to debate the issue here and
not again get into procedural side-
track.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from New York?

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Reserving the
right to object, Madam Speaker, the
idea is that the gentleman impugned
the integrity of our minority leader.

Mr. SCHUMER. Madam Speaker, I
had no intention to impugn the integ-
rity of the gentleman.

Mr. WALKER. Madam Speaker, what
are we doing here? I demanded that the
words be taken down. I do not under-
stand. There cannot be debate after
that.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair had understood the gentleman to
have made a unanimous consent re-
quest.

Mr. WALKER. Well, I did not hear
the unanimous consent request.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
Clerk will report the words.

Mr. SCHUMER. If I may proceed,
Madam Speaker.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. No.

Mr. WALKER. The gentleman cannot
proceed.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman will suspend.

The Clerk will report the words.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
UNSOELD). The Clerk will report the
words.

The Clerk read as follows:

‘‘Once again the gentleman states
something fallacious and then rushes
away. The gentleman is in the Cloak-
room."

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Does the
gentleman from New York [Mr. ScHU-
MER] ask unanimous consent to with-
draw the words?

Mr. SCHUMER. I do, Madam Speak-
er.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from New York?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. SCHUMER],
may proceed.

Mr. SCHUMER. Madam Speaker, I
appreciate the courtesy of the other
side so we can continue the debate.

The point I was making is a very
simple one, that there is nothing in
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this bill that reduces sentencing. What
it simply does, very simply, is in cities
like the gentleman from Georgia's in
Atlanta and like mine where the sys-
tem is overloaded——

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
time of the gentleman from New York
[Mr. SCHUMER] has expired.

Does the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
Brooks] yield an additional 30 seconds
to the gentleman from New York?

Mr. BROOKS. Yes, Madam Speaker.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
New York [Mr. SCHUMER].

Mr. SCHUMER. So, what I am say-
ing, Madam Speaker, very simply is in
those cities, rather than have no pun-
ishment at all, these punishments are
appropriate, and in places like Georgia
and like Quincy, MA, they have
worked. We ought to begin to use
them.

Mr. BROOKS. Madam Speaker, 1
yield 3 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from New Jersey [Mr.
HUGHES], chairman of the Subcommit-
tee on Intellectual Property and Judi-
cial Administration.

Mr. HUGHES. Madam Speaker, I just
hope we can reduce the rhetoric and
move on because I realize there is a
certain amount of disappointment that
we do not have a comprehensive crime
bill. I want to tell my colleagues that
it does not break my heart that we do
not have a comprehensive crime con-
trol bill because I have seen good meas-
ures go down the tube because of com-
prehensive crime control bills. As my
colleagues know, this practice started
about a decade ago when the Senate,
the other body, put together a whole
host of their bills and tacked on four or
five of our bills, and we called it com-
prehensive. Well, the danger with that
is that one controversial provision like
habeas corpus will take down the drain
every other provision of the bill.

As my colleagues know, we had 200-
plus pages of crime legislation in the
last Congress. What happened to it?
Well, some Republican in the other
body filibustered it to death, and every
provision in that bill, many of which
we worked long and hard to put in the
bill, went down the drain. So, here we
are over a year later, and we still do
not have those measures that were
noncontroversial as a matter of law.

So, Madam Speaker, now what we
need to do is work together. My col-
leagues have made their point that we
do not have a comprehensive crime
control bill. But we have individual
provisions which, when put together,
will be a mosaic of a comprehensive
crime control bill. Now what we need
to do is work to get them out of sub-
committee, and to full committee, to
the floor, and that is what this Member
wants to do, and I presume, I say to my
colleagues, ‘‘That's what you want to
do unless you want to talk it to death
for the balance of this evening.”
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Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Madam Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HUGHES. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Madam Speaker,
I think our point is that the items that
were brought up today, there is prob-
ably very seldom that I would vote
along with the gentlewoman from Colo-
rado [Mrs. SCHROEDER] but such things
as the woman's crime and some of the
more controversial stuff was not
brought up today, and the things that
we talked about today do not have that
much substance.

Mr. HUGHES. Madam Speaker, I say
to my distinguished colleague, the gen-
tleman from California [Mr.
CUNNINGHAM] I am very disappointed
there are a lot of provisions in this
that I worked very hard for in the last
Congress that are not in these five bills
we are debating tonight, but look.
They have been sent to subcommittee.
It is because we could not get the votes
for a comprehensive crime control bill.
But we can get the votes for the bills
individually, move them out of the
Congress, and that is what we are try-
ing to do.

There were dozens and dozens of bills,
and I suspect my colleague, the gen-
tleman from California, would support
them. There are dozens and dozens of
provisions that 1 am sure the House
will work their will and pass. But un-
fortunately the distinguished chairman
of the committee could not get the
votes. He took the better part of, and
here it is November, the better part of
the year attempting to put it together.
It was not there. So now we are trying
to move the provisions individually.

Madam Speaker, I suspect my col-
league from California supports the
bills we are debating.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Madam Speaker,
will the gentleman yield briefly?

Mr. HUGHES. 1 yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Madam Speaker,

I am not here to debate the future
bills, but what we are looking at here
today, and that was my only point,
that I think we could have brought up
some more things——

Mr. HUGHES. Reclaiming my time,
Madam Speaker, I suspect my col-
league from California, even though he
is debating the issue, is going to vote
for every one of them.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Not necessarily.

Mr. HUGHES. Well, I want to tell my
colleague that I will be very surprised
if my colleague from California does
not register an aye vote for every one
of these bills, and so will most Mem-
bers on that side of the aisle.

So, let us get on with the business at
hand.

Mr. BROOKS. Madam Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from Austin, TX [Mr. PICK-
LE] a member of the Committee on
Ways and Means.
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Mr. PICKLE. Madam Speaker, I rise
to support this legislation to provide
for safer streets and neighborhoods for
our citizens. [ want to thank Chairman
BROOKS and the committee for doing
yeoman’s work on moving this impor-
tant bill forward.

Madam Speaker, the first respon-
sibility of government is to safeguard
the lives and property of the citizenry.
That's the No. 1 job. If a person doesn’t
feel that he or she or his or her chil-
dren are safe in their home or in their
car or in their neighborhood, no other
part of that person’s life will be truly
happy or satisfying.

There was a time a short while ago
that my hometown of Austin was a
quiet, little university town. Those
days are gone. Now, scarcely a week
goes by where we don’t read about a
gang-related drive-by shooting or a
drug deal gone sour that results in a
homicide.

Virtually every criminologist, pros-
ecutor, or beat cop will tell you that
the No. 1 thing driving our violent
crime problem in this Nation is drugs.
In may home State of Texas, B0 percent
of every inmate in the State prison
system are there on drug-related
charges or were under the influence of
drugs when arrested.

Like most Members, I have strongly
supported building more prisons and in
fact our State is in the middle of a
huge prison building program. Just
yesterday, in Texas, we passed another
billion dollar bond issue to build more
jail facilities.

But we in Texas are trying to truly
solve the problem. We have developed a
comprehensive program of drug treat-
ment while in prison to cut off the vi-
cious cycle of crime and drug use. Just
south of my district in Kyle, TX, we
have a program that has been hailed by
law enforcement professionals, crime
victim organizations, psychologists,
news organizations and others all over
the country for its effectiveness. It
forces prison inmates who have a sub-
stance abuse problem to undergo
tough, long-term drug treatment be-
fore they are released.

So far, the results are phenomenal,
and there is almost no incidence of peo-
ple who have gone through the system
falling back into their criminal ways.
Our State is currently spending more
on this than any other State in the Na-
tion, but we need help. This program
works, but it needs more resources.
that is why I urge my colleagues to
support the measure before us today,
H.R. 3354.

We all pay a lot of lip service to
wanting to do something to really fight
crime. We talk the talk, now it is time
to walk the walk.

Mr. BROOKS. Madam Speaker, how
much time is remaining?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. BROOKS] has 6
minutes remaining, and the gentleman
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from Wisconsin [Mr. SENSENBRENNER]
has no time remaining.

Ms. LAMBERT. Madam Speaker, | rise
today in strong support of the tremendous ef-
forts by the Judiciary Committee, Chairman
Brooks, Chairman SCHUMER, and others in
regards to the collective anticrime bills that are
before us today. | am especially pleased that
the committee reached compromises on these
bills that will help ensure safety for rural Amer-

The idyllic picture of rural America that de-
picts the little white house surrounded by a
white picket fence and children happy at play
is soon to be a picture of the past if we do not
take immediate action. FBI crime figures indi-
cate that the violent crime rate in America be-
tween 1991 and 1992 grew faster in rural
areas at a rate of plus 7.2 percent than in
urban areas at a rate of plus 2.2 percent.
Small towns are now having to face the prob-
lems of weapons in schools, the increased
amount of drug use, and the continued pres-
ence of gangs that have spread from urban to
rural areas.

We, as legislators, have a duty to ensure
the safety and protection of all Americans.
Therefore, in order to address the growing
amount of violent crime in our Nation, | re-
spectfully ask my colleagues to join in the ef-
fort to fight violent crime in our Nation by pay-
ing attention to the truly worthwhile anticrime
legislation before us today.

Mr. BROOKS. Madam Speaker, I
yield back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
Brooks] that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 3354.

The question was taken.

Mr. BROOKS. Madam Speaker, on
that I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 5, rule I, and the Chair’s
prior announcement, further proceed-
ings on this motion will be postponed.

CIVIL RULES AMENDMENTS ACT
OF 1993

Mr. BROOKS. Madam Speaker, I
move to suspend the rules and pass the
bill (H.R. 2814) to permit the taking ef-
fect of certain proposed rules of civil
procedure, with modifications.

The clerk read as follows:

H.R. 2814

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the **Civil Rules
Amendments Act of 1993"".

SEC. 2. MODIFICATION OF PROPOSED AMEND-
MENTS.

The proposed amendments to the Federal
Rules of Civil Procedure which are embraced
by an order entered by the Supreme Court of
the United States on April 22, 1993, shall take
effect on December 1, 1993, as otherwise pro-
vided by law, but with the following amend-
ments:

(1) RULE 26.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—Proposed rule 26(a) is
amended so that paragraph (1) reads as fol-
lows:
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'*(1) INSURANCE AGREEMENTS.—A party may
obtain discovery of the existence and con-
tents of any Insurance agreement under
which any person carrying on an insurance
business may be liable to satisfy part or all
of a judgment which may be entered in the
action or to indemnify or reimburse for pay-
ments made to satisfy the judgment. Infor-
mation concerning the insurance agreement
i{s not by reason of disclosure admissible in
evidence at trial. For purposes of this para-
graph, an application for insurance shall not
be treated as part of an insurance agree-
ment."",

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—(A) Pro-
posed rule 26(a)(2) is amended by striking “In
addition to the disclosures required by para-
graph (1), 2" and {nserting “‘A".

(B) Proposed rule 26(a)(3) is amended by
striking “‘the preceding paragraphs" and in-
serting ‘‘paragraph (2)'".

(C) Proposed rule 26(a)(4) is amended by
striking ‘(1) through' and inserting '%(2)
and”.

(D) Proposed rule 26(f) is amended by strik-
ing “‘to make or arrange for the disclosures
required by subdivision (a)(1),”.

(E) Proposed rule 26(g)(1) is amended by
striking “*subdivision (a)(1) or™.

(3) RULE 30.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—Proposed rule 30(b)(2) is
amended by striking *‘Unless the court or-
ders otherwise, it may be recorded by sound,
sound-and-visual, or stenographic means,
and the"” and inserting ‘“‘Unless the court
upon motion orders, or the parties agree in
writing to use, sound or sound-and-visual
means, the deposition shall be recorded by
stenographic means. The".

(B) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Proposed
rule 30(b) is amended by striking paragraph
(3).

(4) FORM 3.—Proposed form 35 is amend-
ed—

(A) by striking paragraph (2); and

(B) by redesignating paragraphs (3) and (4)
as paragraphs (2) and (3).
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The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
UNSOELD). Pursuant to the rule, the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. BROOKS]
will be recognized for 20 minutes, and
the gentleman from North Carolina
[Mr. CoBLE] will be recognized for 20
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. BROOKS].

Mr. BROOKS. Madam Speaker, I
vield myself such time as I may
consume.

Madam Speaker, H.R. 2814 amends
changes to the Federal Rules of Civil
Procedure as transmitted to the Con-
gress by the Supreme Court on April
22, 1993. The Supreme Court also trans-
mitted amendments to Federal rules
relating to evidence, bankruptcy proce-
dure, criminal procedure, and appellate
procedure. All of these changes were
considered through the Courts' advi-
sory process beginning in 1991.

Congress has the responsibility under
the Rules Enabling Act to scrutinize
carefully all rules changes proposed by
the judicial conference and transmit-
ted to us by the Supreme Court—and to
make modifications or deletions when
appropriate. This year, the Supreme
Court transmitted changes to 40 Fed-
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eral Rules of Civil Procedure. H.R.
2814—which amends two of them—re-
flects limited but important alter-
ations in the proposed rules. The bill
eliminates the provision requiring
mandatory disclosure of documents
and witnesses and maintains the exist-
ing rule providing for stenographic
depositions in the normal course. The
legislation thus maintains the current
core structure of discovery—while al-
lowing experimentation at the local
level.

I am concerned, however, about the
addition in the proposed rules of pre-
sumptive numerical limits on deposi-
tions and interrogatories in civil cases.
I do not believe that an arbitrary num-
ber which applies across the board—
from a simple negligence action to a
complex antitrust suit—effectively fur-
thers the interests of justice. It may in
fact increase the level of judicial re-
sources expended in a case by requiring
a hearing on whether the 11th or 12th
or 13th deposition will be permitted.
Nevertheless, with a December 1 statu-
tory deadline for enactment looming,
we are moving the legislation ahead
today as reported. If the other body de-
cides to address this issue in a different
manner, I hope the House will seriously
consider following suit.

I appreciate the outstanding work of
Congressman BILL HUGHES, chairman
of the Subcommittee on Intellectual
Property and Judicial Administration,
and Congressman CARLOS MOORHEAD of
California, the ranking subcommittee
member, for their cooperation in proc-
essing this legislation promptly so that
the Congress can meet the December 1
statutory deadline for enactment.

Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. COBLE. Madam Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Madam Speaker, I rise in support of
H.R. 2814, a bill to prevent certain
changes from taking effect regarding
the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure.

Madam Speaker, I yield such time as
he may consume to the gentleman
from California [Mr. MOORHEAD].

Mr. MOORHEAD. Madam Speaker, I
rise in support of H.R. 2814, a bill to
prevent certain changes from taking
effect regarding the Federal Rules of
Civil Procedure. I would like to com-
mend the Judiciary Committee chair-
man, the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
BRrOOKS] and the ranking member, the
gentleman from New York [Mr. FisH]
and the subcommittee chairman, the
gentleman from New Jersey [Mr.
HuGHES] for the prompt processing of
H.R. 2814.

As has been pointed out, the changes
recommended in rule 26(A)(1), the rule
governing the use of discovery, would
amount to a very substantial change in
present law and practice. So much so,
that almost every lawyer and trade as-
sociation in the country strongly op-
posed these changes, but the one thing
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that stood out in my mind was the fact
that the Judiciary Committee proc-
essed the Civil Justice Reform Act of
1990 which required Federal district
courts around the country to draft
plans to experiment with new ideas to
try to reduce the costs and delays asso-
ciated with civil litigation. These plans
have to be completed by December of
this year. Forty-one districts have
their plans in place and 23 districts
plans include some form of discovery
experiment. And in December 1995 they
will report back to Congress the results
of these experiments. I believe that be-
fore we impose any major change in
the use of discovery we first review the
findings of these district courts.

In conclusion Mr. Speaker, in a per-
fect world, what we would hope for is a
fair and inexpensive determination to
every legal dispute. We presently have
delay, caused by rising caseloads and
insufficient support services. We have
spiraling costs caused by litigation ex-
penses and attorneys fees. We have in-
consistent decisions, caused by pres-
sures placed on judges who must cope
with the torrent of litigation.

These conditions may sound hopeless
but they are not. The Judiciary Com-
mittee has been working on these prob-
lems for some time and I believe by the
end of this decade we will have turned
these conditions around.

I urge a favorable vote on H.R. 2814.

Mr. BROOKS. Madam Speaker, I
yield 8 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from New Jersey [Mr.
HucHES], the chairman of the Sub-
committee on Intellectual Property
and Judicial Administration.

Mr. HUGHES. Madam Speaker, I rise
in support of the Civil Rules Amend-
ments Act of 1993. I believe my col-
leagues know that the cost of obtain-
ing legal assistance in our society is
often beyond the means of many of our
constituents. Reducing the cost of liti-
gation should be a priority of all of us.

The Supreme Court, as part of its re-
sponsibility for constructive change
under the Rules Enabling Act, trans-
mitted certain amendments to the Fed-
eral Rules of Civil Procedure to the
Congress on April 22, 1993. Under the
mechanism established by the Congress
in the Rules Enabling Act, these pro-
posed amendments will become law on
December 1, 1993, unless the Congress
acts to change them.

Initially, I would like to applaud this
monumental effort and compliment
those in the judiciary, the academic
community, and the bar who partici-
pated in the long and arduous process
which preceded the Supreme Court's
action.

I do not—and let me emphasize this—
I do not want to in any way limit fu-
ture innovation by the Judicial Con-
ference by what we may do here today.
Instead, Congress, by proposing mini-
mal modifications to these proposed
rules changes, will be following our re-
cent precedent of only occasionally
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interjecting ourselves in the rule-
making process, and then in a limited
fashion.

However, after reviewing the exten-
sive record of these proposed rules and
our hearing on June 16, 1993, I believe
we should make some changes to pro-
posed rule XXVI(a)1) dealing with the
disclosure process, and to that part of
rule XXX, which provides the means of
taking depositions. These changes are
incorporated in H.R. 2814.

RULE XXVI (a)(1)

Rule XXVI governs most of the Fed-
eral discovery process, and the present
system has been the target of wide-
spread criticism. I agree with much of
this criticism. The U.S. Judicial Con-
ference, in an attempt to streamline
the discovery process, has proposed
new rule XXVI(a)(1), which calls for
mandatory disclosure of matters
“pleaded with particularity.” Cham-
pions of the proposed rule believe that
it will avoid the unnecessary expenses
that are the hallmark of the discovery
process as it stands today.

Opponents, however, including the
vast majority of those who have com-
mented on this section, feel that man-
datory disclosure is anathema to the
adversarial process and will com-
promise the attorney-client privilege.
They also feel that the standard; that
is, pleaded with particularity, is too
vague and will only increase the dis-
covery burdens of the system instead of
reducing them. They feel that a change
of this nature should be taken with ex-
treme caution. I and the Committee on
the Judiciary believe these objections
have merit.

We also believe that during the pe-
riod of local experimentation man-
dated under the Civil Justice Reform
Act of 1990, it would be premature to
change the Federal Rules of Civil Pro-
cedure to establish any particular pro-
cedure for mandatory, early disclosure.
Whether such procedures should be im-
plemented on a local basis should be
left to each district court.

H.R. 2814 deletes most of rule
XXVI(a)(1), and we will look to the fu-
ture for more empirical data on these
procedures as provided for in the Civil
Justice Reform Act of 1990.

RULE XXX

Since 1970, rule XXX has permitted
depositions to be recorded by nonsteno-
graphic means, but only upon court
order or with the written stipulation of
the parties. The proposed changes in
rule XXX(b) would alter that procedure
by eliminating the requirement of a
court order or stipulation and affording
each party the right to arrange for re-
cording of a deposition by nonsteno-
graphic means.

Testimony at our hearing raised con-
cerns about the reliability and durabil-
ity of video or audio tape alternatives
to stenographic depositions. There also
was information submitted suggesting
that technological improvements in
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stenographic recording should make
the stenographic method more cost-ef-
fective for years to come. Depositions
recorded stenographically historically
have provided an accurate record of
testimony which can conveniently be
used by both trial and appellate courts.
In addition, the certification of accu-
racy by an independent and unbiased
third party is an important component
of the present policy on depositions.

The case has not been made yet for
unilateral decisions on the use of non-
stenographic recording of depositions.
H.R. 2814 retains the rule that non-
stenographic recording of depositions
is authorized only when permitted by
court order or stipulation of the par-
ties.

In this limited fashion, H.R. 2814 will
make these appropriate changes to the
proposed rules changes.

I also would like to speak briefly on
Chairman BROOK's concerns on the pro-
posed limitations on interrogatories
and depositions.

Mr. Speaker, initially I will admit
that I also questioned whether the pre-
sumptive limits on the number of depo-
sitions and interrogatories contained
in proposed rule XXX(a)2)(A) and
XXXI(a)2)(A)—10 depositions—and
XXXIII(a)—25 interrogatories—would
be appropriate if we deleted rule
XXVI(a)l).

After studying this matter closely,
however, and discussing it with rep-
resentatives of the U.S. Judicial Con-
ference, I believe these are appropriate
changes when read in context with the
provisions allowing for local rules
changes under rule XXVI(b)(2) and rule
XXVI(f), which requires an early meet-
ing of the parties on discovery issues.

There is no question in my mind that
the discovery process is being abused in
some cases, and I believe that the par-
ties’ agreement under XXVI(f) and the
court’s early involvement in the proc-
ess under rule XVI is crucial to cost
savings and good court management.

The basic objective of this rules
change is to emphasize that all counsel
have a professional obligation to de-
velop a mutual cost-effective plan for
discovery in such cases. Consideration
of all these factors should be given
early at the planning meeting of the
parties under rule XXVI(f) and at the
time of a scheduling conference under
rule 16(b).

I would also state that experience in
over half of the district courts has indi-
cated that limitations on the number
of interrogatories are useful and man-
ageable. A study by the Federal Judi-
cial Center of those courts indicates
that 73 percent of the attorneys who re-
sponded to a poll in these districts
state that limiting interrogatories,
tx & * pxerts worthwhile control on
* * * discovery.” I would also say that
there are similar limitations in many
State court systems, for example, in
the State courts of Texas.

27273

In my contacts with the U.S. Judicial
Conference, they state that:

First, in the majority of cases the
presumptive limits are not exceeded;
and

Second, in other cases, the amend-
ments will require an attorney to stop
and think whether additional interrog-
atories or depositions are really nec-
essary. At that time, the attorney is
required to articulate the reason to a
judge unless the parties stipulate.

I would also say that the Department
of Justice favors the presumptive lim-
its on discovery proposed in these
rules.

I believe these presumptive limits
will in most cases not be a hindrance,
and in the complicated cases these lim-
its will bring the parties together in
order to make a constructive, early
disposition of the discovery process.

I urge my colleagues to support H.R.
2814,
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Mr. MOORHEAD. Madam Speaker, I
yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from New York [Mr.
FIsH].

Mr. FISH. Madam Speaker, I rise in
support of H.R. 2814, and want to com-
mend my colleagues and the leadership
of the committee for scheduling this
legislation.

Madam Speaker, | rise in support of H.R.
2814. | too would like to commend the chair-
man of the Judiciary Committee and the chair-
man of the subcommittee for their prompt
scheduling of this legislation. | also would like
to recognize their hard work and leadership
and that of the gentleman from California, [Mr.
MOORHEAD] a cosponsor of H.R. 2814.

The gentleman from California mentioned
the Civil Justice Reform Act of 1990. | was an
original cosponsor of that legislation along with
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. BROOKS]. The
goals of that new law are to cut cost and
delay in civil litigation by experimenting with
new ideas and then reporting back to Con-
gress in 1995 the results of those experi-
ments.

| believe the committee is correct in waiting
to see how some of these experiments turn
out before we make major changes such as
have been recommended by the Judicial Con-
ference regarding the use of discovery.

Given the pressures that a litigious society
such as ours continues to place on the admin-
istration of justice in the Federal courts, it's im-
portant that Congress recognizes the pressing
need for procedural reform. Our system of jus-
tice, albeit the best in the world, costs too
much and it takes too long. We need to find
new ways to reduce cost and delay; we need
an inexpensive, expedited discovery process.
We need firm trial dates, and in my opinion we
need to expand the use of alternative dispute
resolution mechanisms. | believe the Civil Jus-
tice Reform Act of 1990 will play a major part
in accomplishing these goals.

Madam Speaker, H.R. 2814 is consistent
with that legislation; | too urge a favorable
vote, and yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. HYDE. Madam Speaker, rule XXX(b) of
the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure requires
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a stipulation by the parties or an order of the
court to take a deposition by nonstenographic
methods.

The Supreme Court proposed changing rule
XXX(b) of the Federal Rules of Civil Proce-
dure to allow parties to record deposition testi-
mony by nonstenographic means without hav-
ing to obtain permission of the court or agree-
ment from other counsel. The rule change was
proposed after extensive testimony and ex-
haustive discussion of the merits of electronic
recording.

The Judiciary Subcommittee on Intellectual
Property and the Administration of Justice held
a hearing on the proposed changes to the
Rules of Civil Procedure. Unfortunately, they
only heard individuals who were opposed to
the rule change. At that time, they were un-
able to locate witnesses in support of the rule.

Consequently, the bill before us deletes the
suggested change, instead keeping to the cur-
rent rule that “unless the court upon motion
orders, or the parties agree in writing to use,
sound or sound-and-visual means, the deposi-
tion shall be recorded by stenographic
means.”

The Advisory Committee recognized that
“sound” and “sound-and-visual" technologies
are already in use in courtrooms and for ad-
ministrative agency hearings throughout the
United States to provide the official record of
proceedings. Of the 1,200 Federal courtrooms,
including Federal magistrate, bankruptcy and
district courts, over 500 currently use elec-
tronic audio recording. Additionally, they felt,
as do |, that significant cost savings could re-
sult from the proposed change to rule XXX(b).

The next time the Supreme Court proposes
changing rule XXX(b), | would hope that this
issue will be examined in a more balanced
manner and in greater detail.

Mr. MOORHEAD. Madam Speaker, I
have no further requests for time, and
I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. BROOKS, Madam Speaker, I have
no further requests for time, and I
yield back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
UNSOELD). The guestion is on the mo-
tion offered by the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. BROOKS] that the House sus-
pend the rules and pass the bill, H.R.
2814.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the bill
was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. BROOKS. Madam Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
shall have 5 legislative days in which
to revise and extend their remarks on
the several crime bills just considered
or passed.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Texas?

There was no objection.
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RE-REFERRAL OF 8. 1284, THE DE-
VELOPMENTAL DISABILITIES AS-
SISTANCE AND BILL OF RIGHTS
ACT OF 1993

Mr. DINGELL. Madam Speaker, 1
have a unanimous consent request that
has been cleared by the chairman of
the Committee on Education and Labor
and by the minority.

Madam Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent that the Senate bill, S. 1284,
the Developmental Disabilities Assist-
ance and Bill of Rights Act of 1993, be
rereferred from the Committee on Edu-
cation and Labor to the Committee on
Energy and Commerce.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
UNSOELD). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Michigan?

There was no objection.

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION

OF H.R. 2151, MARITIME SECU-
RITY AND COMPETITIVENESS
ACT OF 1993

Mr. MOAKLEY. Madam Speaker, by
direction of the Committee on Rules, I
call up House Resolution 289 and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 289

Resolved, That at any time after the adop-
tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur-
suant to clause 1(b) of rule XXIII, declare the
House resolved into the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 2151) to amend
the Merchant Marine Act, 1936, to establish
the Maritime Security Fleet program, and
for other purposes. The first reading of the
bill shall be dispensed with. General debate
shall be confined to the bill and shall not ex-
ceed one hour equally divided and controlled
by the chairman and ranking minority mem-
ber of the Committee on Merchant Marine
and Fisheries. After general debate the bill
shall be considered for amendment under the
five-minute rule. It shall be in order to con-
sider as an original bill for the purpose of
amendment under the five-minute rule the
amendment in the nature of a substitute rec-
ommended by the Committee on Merchant
Marine and Fisheries now printed in the bill.
Each section of the committee amendment
in the nature of a substitute shall be consid-
ered as read. Points of order against the
committee amendment Iin the nature of a
substitute for failure to comply with clause
5(a) of rule XXI are walved. At the conclu-
sion of consideration of the bill for amend-
ment the Committee shall rise and report
the bill to the House with such amendments
as may have been adopted. Any Member may
demand a separate vote in the House on any
amendment adopted in the Committee of the
Whole to the bill or to the committee
amendment in the nature of a substitute.
The previous question shall be considered as
ordered on the bill and amendments thereto
to final passage without intervening motion
except one motion to recommit with or with-
out instructions.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. MOAK-
LEY] is recognized for 1 hour.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Madam Speaker, for
the purpose of debate only, I yield 30
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minutes to the gentleman from Ten-
nessee [Mr. QUILLEN], pending which I
yvield myself such time as I may
consume. During consideration of this
resolution, all time yielded is for the
purpose of debate only.

Madam Speaker, House Resolution
289 is an open rule providing for the
consideration of the Maritime Security
and Competitiveness Act. The rule pro-
vides for 1 hour of general debate to be
equally divided and controlled by the
chairman and ranking minority mem-
ber of the Merchant Marine and Fish-
eries Committee.

The rule also waives clause 5(a) of
rule XXI against the committee sub-
stitute printed in the bill as original
text.

This waiver is necessary because of a
provision contained in section 408 of
the bill which concerns the transfer of
funds from the Operating Differential
Subsidy Program when it expires.

Madam Speaker, this legislation is
the result of hard work and close co-
ordination between Chairman STUDDS
and the ranking minority member of
the committee, the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. FIELDS].

I would like to commend their hard
work together in crafting this legisla-
tion which is so important to our coun-
try's maritime industry.

Madam Speaker, it is no secret to
any Member of this House that Ameri-
ca’'s maritime presence in the world
has been in decline for some time. But
Mr. Speaker, we must not let this de-
cline continue.

We need a strong U.S.-flagged mer-
chant marine for military support in
times of war and for support of U.S.
trade in times of peace. This legisla-
tion is an important first step toward
restoring America's maritime pres-
ence.

The programs established by the en-
actment of H.R. 2151 will allow U.S.
merchant ship operators to once again
be competitive in the international
maritime industry. This bill reflects
the reality that real change is needed
now in order to save the U.S. merchant
fleet from extinction.

Finally, Madam Speaker, I would
like to point out that under this open
rule any Member who has a germane
amendment to the bill may offer it.

I urge adoption of this rule and adop-
tion of the bill,

Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal-
ance of my time.
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Mr. QUILLEN. Madam Speaker, I
yvield myself such time as I may
consume.

Madam Speaker, as the distinguished
chairman of the Committee on Rules,
Mr. MOAKLEY, has explained, this is an
open rule and I urge its adoption.

This open rule will allow Members to
fully participate in the amendment
process and will permit H.R. 2151 to
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have a full and fair debate. I am im-
pressed with the bipartisan spirit of co-
operation which exists on the Mer-
chant Marine Committee. I know that
this bill is the product of the work of
both the majority and minority Mem-
bers of that committee, and I commend
the committee for bringing this bill to
the floor.

The debate on maritime reform legis-
lation is long overdue. I have thor-
oughly reviewed H.R. 2151, the Mari-
time Security and Competitiveness
Act, and I will vote for that bill. I will
also vote against any amendments to
the bill not endorsed by the leadership
of the Merchant Marine and Fisheries
Committee.

What does H.R. 2151 seek to accom-
plish? It is an authorization bill de-
signed to give government support to a
privately owned commercial fleet of
militarily useful vessels flying the
American flag. Section 401 of the bill
reads:

The Secretary of Transportation shall es-
tablish a fleet of active commercial vessels
to enhance sealift capabilities and maintain
a presence in international commercial ship-
ping of United States documented vessels.

The bill provides the ships and the
men to serve as a naval auxiliary in
time of war or national emergency. We
cannot permit our national security to
be placed at the mercy of foreign sea-
men on foreign-owned, foreign-flagged
vessels. Even with near unanimous
global support, the crews of some for-
eign flag vessels refused to carry war
material into the Persian Gulf during
the war.

This measure will provide employ-
ment for American merchant mari-
ners—civilians who have proven their
dedication and patriotism by their ac-
tions in every war which has threat-
ened the well-being of the United
States. Contrary to recent ill-informed
statements, there is no recorded in-
stance of any American merchant mar-
iner refusing duty on a vessel during
the gulf war.

The bill prevents the U.S. from be-
coming dependent on foreign flag ves-
sels manned by foreign nationals for
our imports and exports. This will pro-
tect American consumers and produc-
ers from foreign shipping dominance of
our international trade.

H.R. 2151 improves the operating effi-
ciency of the maritime security fleet
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by removing outmoded trade route re-
strictions, and it improves upon the
current system of the ship mortgage
and vessel financing system. The meas-
ure also stimulates a modest shipbuild-
ing program by authorizing payments
to American shipyards engaged in the
construction of similar types of ves-
sels. The U.S. must maintain a pool of
skilled and experienced shipyard work-
ers.

Madam Speaker, this bill seeks to
amend and improve upon the Merchant
Marine Act of 1936. That act expanded
the U.S.-flag merchant marine and
strengthened the shipbuilding capacity
of the United States.

It is not an exaggeration to say—and
I have said it before on many occa-
sions—that without the ships built and
the merchant mariners trained with
government support provided by the
Merchant Marine Act of 1936, the West-
ern democracies would have lost World
War IL

Those Members from districts along
the Atlantic coast from Florida to
Maine should know of the terrible bat-
tle fought during that war just offshore
by the German U-boats against our
merchant marine. Hundreds of vessels
and thousands of lives were lost. Presi-
dent Roosevelt understood, as did the
Axis Powers, that if our merchant ma-
rine was destroyed, we would be unable
to protect our allies and serve as the
great arsenal of democracy.

Madam Speaker, we are fortunate.
With minor but tragic exceptions, this
country is not engaged in major mili-
tary operations anywhere in the world.
1993 was—and I hope 1994 will be—a
year of general peace. Regrettably, I
hear the same arguments today that
were used against the 1936 act—that
the United States didn't need a mer-
chant marine; that we could save
money by transporting goods on for-
eign flag vessels; that we could rely
upon foreign flag ships when we need
them. If the Members of Congress in
1936 had listened to the critics of the
merchant marine, we would not have
had the ships and the men to secure
victory in World War II.

What will happen to our allies if the
ethnic and religious persuasion of
crewmembers of foreign flag vessels
carrying military cargo causes the
crewmembers to refuse to work?
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I am sure we will hear the same tired
old arguments to do away with the ship
American provisions of the 1936 act
that we have heard before. I caution
the younger Members of this House to
read their history before they vote to
reduce the modest amount of cargo
which the law requires to be carried on
U.S. flag vessels. Also, a new note has
been sounded that merchant mariners
are not as patriotic as other Ameri-
cans. There is no factual support for
that statement.

Earlier this year the House unani-
mously passed H.R. 1109, the Merchant
Seaman’s Reemployment Act. This bill
permits former merchant seamen who
still retain their skills to serve in the
merchant marine during times of war
or national emergency—the same
rights other reservists have.

Madam Speaker, we are at peace, but
the world is a dangerous place. I urge
my colleagues on both sides of the aisle
to vote yes on this rule, to vote yes on
H.R. 2151 and to reject any and all
amendments not sanctioned or offered
by the bipartisan leadership of the
Merchant Marine and Fisheries Com-
mittee.

Madam Speaker, I include for the
RECORD charts reflecting open versus
restrictive rules in the House of Rep-
resentatives:

OPEN VERSUS RESTRICTIVE RULES 95TH-103D CONG.

Restrictive
fules

Open rules

Tatal rules

Congress (years) granted!  Mum-  Per- Per-
ber  cent?

cent?

95th (1977-78)
96th (1379-80)
97th (1381-82)
98th (1983-84)
99th (1385-86)
100th (1587-88)
101st (1583-30)
102d (1991-92)
1034 (1993-94)

1 Total rules counted are all order of business resolutions reported from
the Rules Committee which provide for the initial consideration of legisia-
tion, except rules on appropriations bills which only waive points of order.
0n¥mal isdi reported as privileged are alsa not counted.

Gpen rules are those which permit lﬂ] Member to offer any germane
amendment to a measure so long as it is otherwise in compliance with the
rules of the House. The parenthetical percentages am open rules as a per-
cent of total rules granted,

3Restrictive rules are those which limit the number of amendments which
can be offered, and include so-called modified open and modified closed
rules, as well as completely closed rule, and rules providing for consider-
ation in the Huuse as opposed fo the Committee of the Whole. The par-

are tive rules as a percent of total rules grant-

ed.
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Madam Speaker, I yield such time as
he may consume to the distinguished
gentleman from New York [Mr. SoLo-
MON] the ranking member of the Com-
mittee on Rules.

Mr. SOLOMON. Madam Speaker, I
rise in strong support of H.R. 2151, the
Maritime Security and Competitive-
ness Act of 1993.

The current state of our merchant
marine is deplorable, Madam Speaker,
and H.R. 2151 aims to fix that.

Our maritime industry has been dev-
astated in recent years by unfair for-
eign competition and unwise govern-
ment policy.

In the last several decades, America
has lost her once preeminent role in
the maritime industry, and we have
now reached the intolerable situation
where fully 96 percent—I say again, 96
percent—of our cargo is being carried
on foreign vessels.

Needless to say, tens of thousands of
jobs have been destroyed as a result of
this and tens of thousands more at
stake if we don’t act now

H.R. 2151 will help reverse this disas-
trous decline, Madam Speaker.

The bill streamlines and eliminates
many of the burdensome regulations
which have been impairing efficiency
in the industry.

It will significantly increase the
operational flexibility for U.S. vessels,
by eliminating such restrictions as the
requirement that vessels operate only
on government-approved trade routes.

H.R. 2151 also authorizes the creation
of a maritime security fleet, which
would enhance our sealift capability,
s0 important in the event of a military
crisis overseas, which our good chair-
man emeritus, the gentleman from
Tennessee [Mr. QUILLEN] has just spo-
ken about.

Importantly, Madam Speaker, this
bill in no way mandates the expendi-
ture of any Federal funds.

It simply institutes a new regulatory
framework for our merchant marine to
enhance its competitiveness.

In fact, this bill actually reduces the
cost to the government by limiting the
amount of subsidy for each vessel.

Madam Speaker, it is time to restore
our merchant marine to its once proud
status.

We have been ignoring this critical
aspect of our economy and national se-
curity apparatus for too long. I urge a
yes vote on H.R. 2151.
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Mr. QUILLEN. Madam Speaker, I
yield 3 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from Florida [Mr. Goss], a
valuable member of the Committee on
Rules.

Mr. GOSS. Madam Speaker, I thank
the distinguished chairman emeritus,
the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr.
QUILLEN], for yielding me this time.

Madam Speaker, as a cosponsor of
the Maritime Security and Competi-
tiveness Act, I am pleased to rise in
support of this open rule.

I join with the bipartisan leadership
of the Merchant Marine and Fisheries
Committee in supporting H.R. 2151.
This legislation is a major hope for
America’'s maritime industry; in the
past 50 years, our Nation's merchant
marine fleet has declined 80 percent,
and our ship building industry is on the
brink of extinction. Without help, we
will lose what little is left.

This is a cause for real concern; the
elimination of the American merchant
marine would be damaging to our econ-
omy, to our national security, and to
the safety of our ports. The great rush
to reregister cargo shipsunder “flags of
convenience'' has: contributed to the
economic stagnation of our coastal re-
gions, led to the decline of safety
standards of ships trading in U.S.
ports, and, made the United States de-

pendent on foreign vessels in times of
War.

This last problem has been dismissed
in some circles. However, during the
Persian Gulf war a German-registered
ship refused to fulfill its contract to
transport military cargo through the
gulf, causing unnecessary delays. Even
during the Grenada operation, we had
problems with Britain and securing a
transport ship. If the United States has
these problems dealing with our close
allies, who are also experiencing sharp
declines in their merchant marine, how
can we expect to meet our needs using
ships flying other nations’ flags.

It is clear to me that these trends
must be reversed. By passing H.R. 2151,
this House can begin to stem the tide.

Specifically we will be providing in-
centives to replace the expiring operat-
ing differential subsidies contracts;
eliminating anticompetitive trade-
route reguirements; and easing other
burdénsome regulations.

I understand that some Members op-
pose the cargo-preference laws that are
a part of this bill, and under the rule,
we will be able to debate this issue
openly and completely.

Madam Speaker, I thank the gen-
tleman for his time, and again urge
support for the rule and the bill.

On a personal note, I would like to
say what a pleasure it is to be able to
stand here and recommend a rule as a
member of the Rules Committee.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Madam Speaker, I
yield 3 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. CLAY]
chairman of the Committee on Post Of-
fice and Civil Service.

Mr. CLAY. Madam Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding the time. I
rise in support of this rule and urge my
colleagues to support the rule and the
bill.

Madam Speaker, often overlooked in
the debate over maritime policy is
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what it means to average citizens who
despite low interest rates are hesitant
to buy a new car or a home. They all
know someone, a relative or a friend,
who recently lost a job, and they are
afraid that next time it will be their
turn. With the economic recovery slug-
gish at best, Members need to ask
themselves whether we can afford to
lose yet another major industry.

We will lose it if we fail to act. Al-
ready, U.S.-flag operators are poised to
register their vessels offshore. Ship-
yards, which have become dependent
on the shrinking Defense budget, are
closing their doors. An entire genera-
tion of skilled labor is being lost, per-
haps forever.

What is going to happen to the port
communities along our thousands of
miles of coastline and inland waters?
What are we going to do with the tens
of thousands of workers who will be
cast aside by a disappearing maritime
industry?

While we quibble about the cost of a
new maritime program, we ignore the
enormous social cost of inaction. I for
one would prefer to keep shipboard and
shipyard workers actively employed,
rather than incur the revenue losses
and welfare costs of giving them a pink
slip.

Yes, by all means, let us support
maritime reform for its role in na-
tional defense. But let us not forget
that the jobs of our constituents also
hang in the balance. A vote cast for
H.R. 2151 is a vote for them.

Mr. QUILLEN. Madam Speaker, [
yield 2 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. DUN-
CAN].

Mr. DUNCAN. Madam Speaker, I rise
in support of this open rule and in sup-
port of H.R. 2151, the Maritime Secu-
rity and Competitiveness Act.

In 1950, our Nation had over 4,000 U.S.
merchant marine ships. Today, we have
just one-tenth of that number, or only
about 400 U.S. ships.

This enormous decline has been
brought on mainly by unfair and unre-
stricted foreign competition.

Our foreign competitors have con-
trolled commercial vessel construction
and operation primarily because of the
many burdensome requirements placed
on American shipping companies.

This legislation seeks to do away
with many of these unnecessary condi-
tions and restrictions.

One large corporation here in the
United States, United States-owned,
recently announced that it is seeking a
deal with the Soviet Union, trading
American grain for Russian-flag ships.

This particular company now char-
ters close to 100 foreign-flag ships to
transport 35 million tons of agricul-
tural commodities. In other words, an
American company using foreign-flag
ships primarily because it sees enor-
mous economic benefit to trying to get
around all of these American merchant
marine laws.
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It is unfortunate that some of the
largest corporations here in our Nation
have to seek foreign-flagged shipping
operations to move U.S. cargo because
our vessels are not available or are not
cost effective primarily because of the
status of our laws at this time. We
place requirements on our own ships
that we do not place on foreign-flag
ships which move U.S. goods.

Moreover, with forthcoming reduc-
tions in our naval budget, we must re-
double our efforts to ensure that our
Nation has an adequate fleet of supply
ships that our merchant mariners can
depend upon in times of national emer-
gencies.

This is truly a national security
measure which will strengthen our de-
fense of this country to have a strong
merchant marine as a backup to our
U.S. Navy.

We have the opportunity here today,
by passing this legislation, to promote
U.S. jobs, U.S. shipbuilding, and en-
couraging U.S.-flag vessel owners to
stay under the U.S. flag.

I join my colleague, the dean of the
delegation, the gentleman from Ten-
nessee [Mr. QUILLEN], in supporting
this very worthwhile legislation, and I
urge my colleagues to support the rule
and to support H.R. 2151.

Mr. QUILLEN. Madam Speaker, I
yield 1 minute to the distinguished
gentleman from  California [Mr.
CUNNINGHAM].

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Madam Speaker,
I rise in strong support of this rule. I
would like to commend both the chair-
man and minority leader of the Com-
mittee on Merchant Marine and Fish-
eries and the Committee on Rules. As
Members can see, the gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. STuDDS], and the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. FIELDS],
run a very bipartisan committee.
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This allows the Rules Committee to
offer an open rule, for which we thank
them. I would ask my colleagues to op-
pose any of the amendments that
would reduce or weaken this bill.

There has been a lot of debate within
the committee itself; the chairman and
the minority leader have both had open
rules on the committee, as well. I
thank them for that.

There have been all kinds of hearings
on that.

I would ask to oppose anything that
weakens it.

Mr. QUILLEN. Madam Speaker, to
close debate, I yield 3 minutes to the
distinguished gentlewoman from Mary-
land [Mrs. BENTLEY].

Mrs. BENTLEY. I want to thank the
gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. QUIL-
LEN], who is handling this time on our
side on this very important bill, for
yielding the time.

Madam Speaker, I rise in strong sup-
port of this bipartisan rule, which af-
fects one of the most important basic

27277

industries of the world and a very vital
basic industry of the United States.

This is the first time since 1970 that
a real effort has been made in the U.S.
Congress to do more than provide a
band-aid to a hemorrhaging fleet.

Previous speakers have related the
need for American flagships both for
national security and our balance of
trade. I want to expand on a point
made by our distinguished colleague,
the gentleman from Missouri [Mr.
CLaY], regarding employment and jobs.

Madam Speaker, one of the reasons
we are having difficulty in turning
around the economy in our urban areas
is the loss of job availabilities such as
those in our shipyards. There are no
places for these people who are re-
trained to go for work. We need the
work in the shipyards. We need the
work on American flagships.

I also want to join in the words of the
gentleman from California [Mr.
CUNNINGHAM] in urging everybody to
reject the amendments that may be
put up. We need this bill to go through,
we need a clean bill that will come out
and will truly help an industry that
needs our assistance now.

Mr. QUILLEN. Madam Speaker, I
urge a ‘‘yes' vote on the rule and a
‘yes" vote on the bill.

Madam Speaker, I have no further re-
quests for time, and I yield back the
balance of my time.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Madam Speaker, I
have no further requests for time, and
I move the previous question on the
resolution.

The previous question was ordered.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

ANNOUNCEMENT REGARDING SUB-
MISSION OF AMENDMENTS TO
H.R. 796, THE FREEDOM OF AC-
CESS TO CLINIC ENTRANCES ACT
OF 1993

(Mr. MOAKLEY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise
to inform the House of a change in the
Rules Committee's plans regarding
H.R. 796, the Freedom of Access to
Clinic Entrances Act of 1993.

The Rules Committee is now plan-
ning to meet on this legislation some-
time during the week of November 15.
In order to provide for an orderly proc-
ess in the consideration of this matter,
the Rules Committee is requesting that
Members submit 55 copies of their
amendments to the bill, together with
a brief explanation of the amendment,
to the Rules Committee office at H-312,
the Capitol, by 5 p.m., Wednesday, No-
vember 10, 1993.

In addition Mr. Speaker, those Mem-
bers who filed amendments with the
Rules Committee under the original
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deadline of Wednesday, November 3,
are not required to resubmit those
amendments to the committee.

I appreciate the cooperation of the
Members on this issue and apologize
for any inconvenience. I thank the
Members for their consideration on
this matter.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 5 of rule I, the Chair will
now put the question on the motion to
suspend the rules on which further pro-
ceedings were postponed on Tuesday,
November 2, 1993, and then on the mo-
tions postponed earlier today in the
order in which that motion was enter-
tained.

Votes will be taken in the following
order: H.R. 2684, as amended, by the
yeas and nays, H.R. 3350, as amended,
by the yeas and nays, H.R. 3351, as
amended, by the yeas and nays, H.R.
3353, as amended, by the yeas and nays,
and H.R. 3354, as amended, by the yeas
and nays.

The Chair will reduce to 5 minutes
the time for any electronic vote after
the first such vote in this series.

NATIONAL FISH AND WILDLIFE
IMPROVEMENT ACT OF 1993

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the question of sus-
pending the rules and passing the bill,
H.R. 2684, as amended.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Massachusetts
[Mr. STUuDDS] that the House suspend
the rules and pass the bill, H.R. 2684, as
amended, on which the yeas and nays
are ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 368, nays 59,
not voting 6, as follows:

[Roll No. 539]
YEAS—368

Abercrombie Boehner Coleman
Ackerman Bonlor Collins (IL)
Andrews (ME) Borskl Collins (MI)
Andrews (NJ) Boucher Condit
Andrews (TX) Brewster Conyers
Applegate Brooks Cooper
Bacchus (FL) Browder Coppersmith
Baesler Brown (CA) Costello
Baker (CA) Brown (FL) Cox
Baker (LA} Brown (OH) Coyne
Ballenger Bryant Cramer
Barca Bunning Crapo
Barcla Buyer Cunningham
Barlow Byrne Danner
Barrett (WI) Calvert Darden
Bateman Camp de la Garza
Becerra Canady Deal
Bentley Cantwell DeFazio
Bereuter Cardin DeLauro
Bevill Castle Dellums
Bilbray Chapman Derrick
Bilirakis Clay Deutsch
Bishop Clayton Diaz-Balart
Blackwell Clement Dickey
Blute Clinger Dicks
Boehlert Clyburn Dingell

Dixon

Dunn

Durbin
Edwards (CA)
Edwards (TX)
Engel

English (AZ)
English (OK)
Eshoo

Evans
Everett
Ewing

Farr
Fawell
Fazio
Fields (LA)
Fields (TX)
Filner
Fingerhut
Fish

Flake
Foglietta
Ford (MI)
Ford (TN)
Fowler
Frank (MA)
Franks (CT)
Franks (NJ)
Frost
Furse
Gallegly
Gallo
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Geren
Gibbons
Gllchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gingrich
Glickman
Gonzalez
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Grandy
Green
Greenwood
Gunderson
Gutlerrez
Hall (OH)
Hamburg
Hamilton
Harman
Hastert
Hastings
Hayes
Hefley
Hefner
Hilllard
Hinchey
Hoagland
Hobson
Hochbrueckner
Hoekstra
Hoke
Holden
Horn
Houghton
Hoyer
Huffington
Hughes
Hutchinson
Hutto
Hyde
Inslee
Istook
Jacobs
Jefferson
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (GA)
Johnson (SD)
Johnson, E.B.
Johnston
Kanjorskl
Kaptur
Kennedy
Kennelly
Kildee

Kim

King
Kingston
Kleczka
Klein
Klink

Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kopetski
Kreldler
Kyl
LaFalce
Lambert
Lancaster
Lantos
LaRocco
Laughlin
Lazlo
Leach
Lehman
Levin
Levy
Lewlis (CA)
Lewis (FL)
Lewls (GA)
Lightfoot
Lipinski
Livingston
Lloyd
Long
Lowey
Maloney
Mann
Manton
Manzullo
Margolies-
Mezvinsky
Markey
Martinez
Matsul
Mazzoll
McCandless
McCloskey
McCrery
McCurdy
MeDade
MecDermott
McHale
McHugh
Mclnnis
McKeon
McKinney
McMillan
MeNulty
Meehan
Meek
Menendez
Meyers
Mfume
Miller (CA)
Miller (FL)
Mineta
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Molinart
Mollohan
Moorhead
Moran
Morella
Murphy
Murtha
Myers
Nadler
Natcher
Neal (MA)
Neal (NC)
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Orton
Owens
Packard
Pallone
Parker
Pastor
Payne (NJ)
Payne (VA)
Pelost
Peterson (FL)
Peterson (MN)
Petrt
Pickett
Pickle
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Poshard
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Quillen
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Quinn
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Ravenel
Reed
Regula
Reynolds
Richardson
Ridge
Roberts
Roemer
Rogers
Ros-Lehtinen
Rose
Rostenkowsk!l
Roth
Roukema
Rowland
Roybal-Allard
Rush

Sabo
Sanders
Sangmelster
Sarpalius
Sawyer
Saxton
Schaefer
Schenk
Schiff
Schroeder
Schumer
Bcott
Serrano
Sharp
Shays
Shepherd
Sisisky
Skaggs
Skeen
Skelton
Slattery
Slaughter
Smith (1A)
Smith (N.J)
Smith (TX)
Snowe
Solomon
Spence
Spratt
Stark
Stokes
Strickland
Studds
Stupak
Sundquist
Swett
Swift
Synar
Talent
Tanner
Tauzin
Taylor (NC)
Tejeda
Thomas (CA)
Thompson
Thornton
Thurman
Torkildsen
Torres
Torricelll
Towns
Traficant
Tucker
Unsoeld
Upton
Valentine
Vento
Visclosky
Volkmer
Walsh
Washington
Waters
Watt
Waxman
Weldon
Wheat
Whitten
Williams
Wilson
Wise

Wolf
Woolsey
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Wyden Yates Zellff
Wynn Young (AK) Zimmer
NAYS—59
Allard Emerson Paxon
Archer Gekas Penny
Armey Grams Pombo
Bachus (AL) Hall (TX) Rohrabacher
Barrett (NE) Hancock Royce
Bartlett Hansen Santorum
Barton Herger Sensenbrenner
Bliley Hunter Shaw
Bontlla Inglis Shuster
Burton Inhofe Smith (MD)
Callahan Johnson, Sam Smith (OR)
Coble Kasich Stearns
Collins (GA) Klug Stenholm
Combest Linder Stump
Crane MecCollum Taylor (MS)
DeLay Mica Thomas (WY}
Doolittle Michel Vucanovich
Dornan Montgomery Walker
Drefer Nussle Young (FL)
Duncan Oxley
NOT VOTING—6
Bellenson Carr Machtley
Berman Dooley Velazquez
0O 1748

Messrs. SMITH of Michigan, BART-
LETT of Maryland, HERGER, and
TAYLOR of Mississippi changed their
vote from ““yea’ to ‘‘nay."

Mr. MANZULLO changed his vote
from “‘nay’’ to ‘‘yea."

So (two-thirds having voted in favor
thereof) the rules were suspended and
the bill, as amended, was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The title of the bill was amended so
as to read: ‘A bill to reauthorize and
amend the National Fish and Wildlife
Foundation Establishment Act, and for
other purposes.”.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Ms.
BYRNE). Pursuant to the provisions of
clause 5, rule I, the Chair announces
that she will reduce to a minimum of 5
minutes the period within which a vote
by electronic device may be taken on
each additional motion to suspend the
rules on which the Chair has postponed
further proceedings.

ESTABLISHING A PROGRAM OF
RESIDENTIAL SUBSTANCE
ABUSE TREATMENT WITHIN FED-
ERAL PRISONS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
pending business is the question of sus-
pending the rules and passing the bill,
H.R. 3350, as amended.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
Brooks] that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 3350, as
amended, on which the yeas and nays
are ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 373, nays b4,
not voting 6, as follows:
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Abercromble
Ackerman
Andrews (ME)
Andrews (NJ)
Andrews (TX)
Applegate
Bacchus (FL)
Baesler
Baker (CA)
Barca
Barcia
Barlow
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Barton
Bateman
Becerra
Bentley
Bereuter
Bevill
Bilbray
Billrakis
Bishop
Blackwell
Bliley

Blute
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonllla
Bonlor
Borski
Boucher
Brewster
Brooks
Browder
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Bryant
Bunning
Buyer

Byrne
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Cantwell
Cardin
Castle
Chapman
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clinger
Clyburn
Coble
Coleman
Collins (1L)
Collins (MI)
Condit
Conyers
Cooper
Coppersmith
Costello
Coyne
Cramer
Danner
Darden

de la Garza
Deal
DeFazio
DeLauro
Dellums
Derrick
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon

Dunn
Durbin
Edwards (CA)
Edwards (TX)
Emerson
Engel
English (AZ)
English (OK)
Eshoo

Evans
Ewing

Farr

Fazlo

Flelds (LA)

[Roll No. 540]
YEAS—373

Filner
Fingerhut
Fish

Flake
Foglietta
Ford (MI}
Ford (TN)
Fowler
Frank (MA)
Franks (CT)
Franks (NJ)
Frost
Furse
Gallegly
Gallo
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Geren
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gingrich
Glickman
Gonzalez
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Grandy
Green
Greenwood
Gunderson
Gutlerrez
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hamburg
Hamilton
Hansen
Harman
Hastert
Hastings
Hayes
Hefner
Hilllard
Hinchey
Hoagland
Hobson
Hochbrueckner
Hoekstra
Hoke
Holden
Horn
Houghton
Hoyer
Huffington
Hughes
Hutchinson
Hutto
Inglis
Inhofe
Inslee
Istook
Jacobs
Jefferson
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (GA)
Johnson (SD)
Johnson, E.B,
Johnston
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kennedy
Kennelly
Kildee

Kim

King
Kleczka
Klein
Klink

Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kopetski
Kreldler
Kyl
LaFalce
Lambert
Lancaster
Lantos
LaRocco
Laughlin
Lazio

Leach
Lehman
Levin
Levy
Lewls (CA)
Lewls (FL)
Lewls (GA)
Linder
Lipinskl
Livingston
Lloyd
Long
Lowey
Maloney
Mann
Manton
Manzullo
Margolies-
Mezvinsky
Markey
Martinez
Matsul
Mazzoll
McCandless
McCloskey
McCollum
McCrery
McCurdy
McDade
McDermott
McHale
McHugh
McInnis
McKeon
McKinney
MeMillan
McNulty
Meehan
Meek
Menendez
Mfume
Miller (CA)
Miller (FL)
Mineta
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Moltnart
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moorhead
Moran
Morella
Murphy
Murtha
Myers
Nadler
Natcher
Neal (MA)
Neal (NC)
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Orton
Owens
Oxley
Pallone
Parker
Pastor
Payne (NJ)
Payne (VA)
Pelost
Penny
Peterson (FL)
Peterson (MN)
Patri
Pickett
Pickle
Pomeroy
Porter

Reynolds Skaggs Torres
Richardson Skeen Torricelll
Ridge Skelton Towns
Roberts Slattery Traficant
Roemer Slaughter Tucker
Rogers Smith (IA) Unsoeld
Ros-Lehtinen Smith (MD) Upton
Rose Smith (NJ) Valentine
Rostenkowskl Smith (OR) Vento
Roth Smith (TX) Visclosky
Rowland Solomon Volkmer
Roybal-Allard ‘Spence Vucanovich
Rush Spratt Walsh
Sabo Stark Washington
Sanders Stenholm Waters
Sangmelst Stol Watt
Santorum Strickland Waxman
Sarpalius Studds Weldon
Sawyer Stupak Wheat
Saxton Sundquist Whitten
Schaefer Swett Willtams
Schenk Swift Wilson
Schiff Synar Wise
Schroeder Tauzin Wolf
Schumer Taylor (MS) Woolsey
Scott Tejeda Wyden
Serrano Thomas (CA) Wynn
Sharp Thomas (WY) Yates
Shaw Thompson Young (AK)
Shays Thornton Zeliff
Shepherd Thurman Zimmer
Sislsky Torkildsen
NAYS—54
Allard Dreter Michel
Archer Duncan Nussle
Armey Everett Packard
Bachus (AL) Fawell Paxon
Baker (LA) Flelds (TX) Pombo
Ballenger Gekas Rohrabacher
Bartlett Goss Roukema
Burton Grams Royce
Callahan Hancock Sensenbrenner
Collins (GA) Hefley Shuster
Combest Herger Snowe
Cox Hunter Stearns
Crane Hyde Stump 4
Crapo Johnson, Sam Talent
Cunningham Kingston Tanner
DeLay Lightfoot Taylor (NC)
Doolittle Meyers Walker
Dornan Mica Young (FL)
NOT VOTING—6
Bellenson Carr Machtley
Berman Dooley Velazquez
O 1757
Messrs. BARTLETT of Maryland,

BAKER of Louisiana, and FIELDS of
Texas, and Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas
changed their vote from “yea’ to
“nay.”

So (two-thirds having voted in favor
thereof) the rules were suspended and
the bill, as amended, was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

GRANTS FOR DEVELOPING ALTER-
NATIVE METHODS OF PUNISH-
MENT FOR YOUNG OFFENDERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Ms.
BYRNE). The pending business is the
question of suspending the rules and
passing the bill, H.R. 3351, as amended.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
Brooks] that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 3351, as
amended, on which the yeas and nays
are ordered.
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The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 235, nays
192, answered, not voting 6, as follows:

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Andrews (ME)
Andrews (NJ)
Bacchus (FL)
Baesler
Barca
Barlow
Barrett (WD)
Becerra
Bereuter
Bevill
Bishop
Blackwell
Bonlor
Borskl
Boucher
Brewster
Brooks
Browder
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Bryant
Byrne
Cantwell
Cardin

Carr
Chapman
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coleman
Collins (IL)
Collins (MI)
Conyers
Cooper
Coppersmith
Costello
Coyne
Cramer
Danner
Darden

de la Garza
DeFazlo
DeLauro
Dellums
Deutsch
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Durbin
Edwards (CA)
Edwards (TX)
Engel
English (AZ)
Eshoo
Evans

Farr

Fazlo

Fields (LA)
Filner
Fingerhut
Flake
Foglietta
Ford (MI)
Ford (TN)
Fowler
Frank (MA)
Franks (NJ)
Frost

Furse
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gibbons
Glickman
Gonzalez
Goodling

Allard
Andrews (TX)
Applegate
Archer
Armey
Bachus (AL)
Baker (CA)

[Roll No. 541]

YEAS—235

Gordon
Green
Gutlerrez
Hall (OH)
Hamburg
Hamilton
Harman
Hastings
Hefner
Hilllard
Hinchey
Hoagland
Hochbrueckner
Holden
Hoyer
Huffington
Hughes
Inslee
Jacobs
Jefferson
Johnson (GA)
Johnson (SD)
Johnson, E.B.
Johnston
Kanjorskil
Kaptur
Kennedy
Kennelly
Kildee
Kleczka
Klein
Klink
Klug
Kopetski
Kreldler
Lambert
Lancaster
Lantos
LaRocco
Laughlin
Lehman
Levin
Lewls (GA)
Lipinskl
Lloyd
Long
Lowey
Maloney
Mann
Manton
Margolies-
Mezvinsky
Markey
Martinez
Matsul
Mazzoll
McCandless
McCloskey
McCurdy
McDermott
McHale
McKinney
MeNulty
Meehan
Meek
Menendez
Mfume
Miller (CA)
Mineta
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moran
Murtha
Nadler
Natcher
Neal (MA)
Neal (NC)

NAYS—192

Baker (LA)
Ballenger
Barcla
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bateman

Oberstar
Obey

Olver
Owens
Pallone
Parker
Pastor
Payne (NJ)
Payne (VA)
Pelosl
Penny
Peterson (FL)
Peterson (MN)
Pickett
Pickle
Pomeroy
Poshard
Price (NC)
Rahall
Rangel
Reed
Reynolds
Richardson
Ridge
Roemer
Rose
Rostenkowsk!
Roybal-Allard
Rush

Sabo
Sanders
Sangmelster
Sawyer
Schenk
Schroeder
Schumer
Scott
Serrano
Sharp
Shepherd
Sisisky
Skaggs
Slattery
Slaughter
Smith (IA)
Smith (NJ)
Stark
Stokes
Strickland
Studds
Stupak
Swift
Synar
Tanner
Tejeda
Thompson
Thornton
Thurman
Torres
Torricelli
Towns
Traficant
Tucker
Unsoeld
Vento
Visclosky
Washington
Waters
Watt
Waxman
Wheat
Whitten
Willlams
Wise
Woolsey
Wyden
Wynn
Yates

Bentley
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bliley
Blute
Boehlert
Boehner
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the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
BrooOKs] that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 3353, as
amended, on which the yeas and nays
are ordered.

This is a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 413, nays 12,
not voting 8, as follows:
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Bonilla Hoekstra Pryce (OH)
Bunning Hoke Quillen
Burton Horn Quinn
Buyer Houghton Ramstad
Callahan Hunter Ravenel
Calvert Hutchinson Regula
Camp Hutto Roberts
Canady Hyde Rogers
Castle Inglis Rohrabacher
Clinger Inhofe Ros-Lehtinen
Coble Istook Roth
Collins (GA) Johnson (CT) Roukema
Combest Johnson, Sam Rowland
Cox Kaslch Royce
Crane Kim Santorum
Crapo King Sarpalius
Cunningham Kingston Saxton
Deal Knollenberg Schaefer
DeLay Kolbe Schiff
Derrick Kyl Sensenbrenner
Diaz-Balart LaFalce Shaw
Dickey Lazio Shays
Doolittle Leach Shuster
Dornan Levy Skeen
Dreler Lewls (CA) Skelton
Duncan Lewls (FL) Smith (MI)
Dunn Lightfoot Smith (OR)
Emerson Linder Smith (TX)
English (OK) Livingston Snowe
Everett Manzullo Solomon
Ewing McCollum Spence
Fawell McCrery Spratt
Fields (TX) McDade Stearns
Fish McHugh Stenholm
Franks (CT) McInnis Stump
Gallegly McKeon Sundquist
Gallo McMillan Swett
Gekas Meyers Talent
Geren Mica Tauzin
Gllchrest Michel Taylor (MS)
Gilimor Mtller (FL) Taylor (NC)
Gilman Molinari Thomas (CA)
Gingrich Montgomery Thomas (WY)
Goodlatte Moorhead Torkildsen
Goss Morella Upton
Grams Murphy Valentine
Grandy Myers Volkmer
Greenwood Nussle Vucanovich
Gunderson Ortiz Walker
Hall (TX) Orton Walsh
Hancock Oxley Weldon
Hansen Packard Wilson
Hastert Paxon Wolf
Hayes Petrl Young (AK)
Hefley Pombo Young (FL)
Herger Porter Zelift
Hobson Portman Zimmer
NOT VOTING—6
Beilenson Condit Machtley
Berman Dooley Velazquez
0 1807
The clerk announced the following
pair:
On this vote:

Mr. BEILENSON and BERMAN for, with
Mr. MACHTLEY against.

Messrs. BILBRAY, SPRATT, AND
VOLEKMER changed their vote from
‘yea'' to “nay."”

So (two-thirds not having voted in
favor thereof) the motion was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

GRANTS TO DEVELOP PROGRAMS
TO REDUCE JUVENILE GANG
PARTICIPATION AND JUVENILE
DRUG TRAFFICKING

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Ms.
BYRNE). The pending business is the
question of suspending the rules and
passing the bill, H.R. 3353, as amended.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by

[Roll No. 542]
YEAS413

Ackerman Derrick Hoekstra
Andrews (ME) Deutsch Hoke
Andrews (N.J) Diaz-Balart Holden
Andrews (TX) Dickey Horn
Applegate Dicks Houghton
Archer Dingell Hoyer
Bacchus (FL) Dixon Huffington
Bachus (AL) Doolittle Hughes
Baesler Dornan Hunter
Baker (CA) Dreler Hutchinson
Baker (LA) Duncan Hutto
Ballenger Dunn Hyde
Barca Durbin Inhofe
Barcia Edwards (CA) Inslee
Barlow Edwards (TX) Istook
Barrett (NE) Emerson Jacobs
Barrett (WI) Engel Jefferson
Bartlett English (AZ) Johnson (CT)
Barton English (OK) Johnson (GA)
Becerra Eshoo Johnson (SD)
Bentley Evans Johnson, E.B.
Bereuter Everett Johnson, Sam
Bevill Ewling Johnston
Bilbray Farr Kanjorskl
Billrakis Fawell Kaptur
Bishop Fazio Kasich
Blackwell Flelds (LA) Kennedy
Bliley Flelds (TX) Kennelly
Blute Filner Kildee
Boehlert Fingerhut Kim
Boehner Fish King
Bonilla Flake Kingston
Bonior Foglietta Kleczka
Borskl Ford (MI) Klein
Boucher Ford (TN) Klink
Brewster Fowler Klug
Brooks Frank (MA) Knollenberg
Browder Franks (CT) Kolbe
Brown (CA) Franks (NJ) Kopetskl
Brown (FL) Frost Kreldler
Brown (OH) Furse Kyl
Bryant Gallegly LaFalce
Bunning Gallo Lambert
Buyer Gejdenson Lancaster
Byrne Gekas Lantos
Callahan Gephardt LaRocco
Calvert Geren Laughlin
Camp Glbbons Lazlo
Canady Gllchrest Leach
Cantwell Gillmor Lehman
Cardin Gilman Levin
Carr Gingrich Levy
Castle Glickman Lewis (CA)
Chapman Gonzalez Lewis (FL)
Clay Goodlatte Lewis (GA)
Clayton Goodling Lightfoot
Clement Gordon Linder
Clinger Goss Lipinskt
Clyburn Grams Livingston
Coble Grandy Lloyd
Coleman Green Long
Collins (GA) Greenwood Lowey
Collins (IL) Gunderson Maloney
Collins (MI) Gutlerrez Mann
Condit Hall (OH) Manton
Conyers Hall (TX) Manzullo
Cooper Hamburg Margolies-
Coppersmith Hamilton Mezvinsky
Costello Hansen Markey
Cox Harman Martinez
Coyne Hastert Matsul
Cramer Hastings Mazzoll
Crapo Hayes McCandless
Cunningham Hefley McCloskey
Danner Hefner McCollum
Darden Herger McCrery
de la Garza Hilltard McCurdy
Deal Hinchey McDade
DeFazio Hoagland MeDermott
DeLauro Hobson McHale
Dellums Hochbrueckner McHugh

McInnis Quillen Spratt
McKeon Quinn Stark
McKinney Rahall Stearns
McMillan Ramstad Stenholm
McNulty Rangel Stokes
Meehan Ravenel Strickland
Meek Reed Studds
Menendez Regula Stupak
Meyers Reynolds Sundguist
Mfume Richardson Swatt
Mieca Ridge Swift
Michel Roberts Synar
Miller (CA) Roemer Talent
Miller (FL) Rogers Tanner
Mineta Rohrabacher Tauzin
Minge Ros-Lehtinen Taylor (MS)
Moakley Rose Taylor (NC)
Molinari Rostenkowskl Tejeda
Mollohan Roth Thomas (CA)
Montgomery Roukema Thomas (WY)
Moorhead Rowland Thompson
Moran Roybal-Allard Thornton
Morella Royce Thurman
Murphy Rush Torkildsen
Murtha Sabo Torres
Myers Sanders Torricelll
Nadler Sangmelster Towns
Natcher Santorum Traficant
Neal (MA) Sarpalius Tucker
Neal (NC) Sawyer Unsoeld
Oberstar Saxton Upton
Obey Schaefer Valentine
Olver Schenk Vento
Ortiz Schiff Visclosky
Orton Schroeder Volkmer
Owens Schumer Vucanovich
Oxley Scott Walker
Packard Serrano Walsh
Pallone Sharp Washington
Parker Shaw Waters
Pastor Shays Watt
Paxon Shepherd Waxman
Payne (N.J) Shuster Weldon
Payne (VA) Sisisky Wheat
Pelost Skaggs Whitten
Peterson (FL) Skeen Williams
Peterson (MN) Skelton Wilson
Petri Slattery Wise
Pickett Slaughter Wolf
Plckle Smith (IA) Woolsey
Pombo Smith (MI) Wyden
Pomeroy Smith (NJ) Wynn
Porter Smith (OR) Yates
Portman Smith (TX) Young (AK)
Poshard Snowe Young (FL)
Price (NC) Solomon Zeliff
Pryce (OH) Spence Zimmer
NAYS—12
Allard Crane Nussle
Armey DeLay Penny
Burton Hancock Sensenbrenner
Combest Inglis Stump
NOT VOTING—8
Abercrombie Berman Mink
Bateman Dooley Velazquez
Bellenson Machtley
0O 1815

Mr. ROHRABACHER changed his
vote from ‘“‘nay" to ‘‘yea."”

So (two-thirds having voted in favor
thereof) the rules were suspended and
the bill, as amended, was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

SUBSTANCE ABUSE TREATMENT
FOR STATE PRISONERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Ms.
BYRNE). The pending business is the
question of suspending the rules and
passing the bill, H.R. 3354, as amended.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
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the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
Brooks] that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 3354, as
amended, on which the yeas and nays
are ordered.

This is a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 394, nays 32,
not voting 7, as follows:

[Roll No. 543]
YEAS—394

Abercrombie Dicks Hunter
Ackerman Dingell Hutchinson
Andrews (ME) Dixon Hutto
Andrews (NJ) Dornan Hyde
Andrews (TX) Drefer Inhofe
Applegate Duncan Insles
Bacchus (FL) Dunn Istook
Baesler Durbin Jacobs
Baker (CA) Edwards (CA) Jefferson
Baker (LA) Edwards (TX) Johnson (CT)
Barca Emerson Johnson (GA)
Barlow Engel Johnson (8D)
Barrett (NE) English (AZ) Johnson, E.B.
Barrett (WI) English (OK) Johnston
Barton Eshoo Kanjorskl
Bateman Evans Kaptur
Becerra Everett Kasich
Bentley Ewing Kennedy
Bereuter Farr Kennelly
Bevill Fawell Kildee
Bilbray Fazio Kim
Bilirakis Fields (LA) King
Bishop Filner Kingston
Blackwell Fingerhut Kleczka
Billey Fish Klein
Blute Flake Klink
Boehlert Foglietta Klug
Boehner Ford (MI) Knollenberg
Bonilla Ford (TN) Kolbe
Bonlor Fowler Kopetski
Borskl Frank (MA) Kreldler
Boucher Franks (CT) Kyl
Brawster Franks (NJ) LaFalce
Brooks Frost Lambert
Browder Furse Lancaster
Brown (CA) Gallegly Lantos
Brown (FL) Gallo LaRocco
Brown (OH) Gejdenson Laughlin
Bryant Gekas Lazio
Bunning Gephardt Leach
Buyer Geren Lehman
Byrne Gibbons Levin
Calvert Gllchrest Levy
Camp Gillmor Lewis (CA)
Canady Gilman Lewls (FL)
Cantwell Gingrich Lewls (GA)
Cardin Glickman Lightfoot
Carr Gonzalez Linder
Castle Goodlatte Lipinski
Chapman Goodling Livingston
Clay Gordon Lloyd
Clayton Goss Long
Clement Grams Lowey
Clinger Grandy Maloney
Clyburn Green Mann
Coble Greenwood Manton
Coleman Gunderson Manzullo
Collins (GA) Gutlerrez Margolies-
Collins (IL) Hall (OH) Mezvinsky
Collins (MI) Hall (TX) Markey
Condit Hamburg Martinez
Conyers Hamilton Matsul
Cooper Harman Mazzoll
Coppersmith Hastert McCandless
Costello Hastings McCloskey
Cox Hayes McCollum
Coyne Hefner McCrery
Cramer Herger McCurdy
Crapo Hilllard MeDade
Cunningham Hinchey McDermott
Danner Hoagland McHale
Darden Hobson McHugh
de la Garza Hochbrueckner Molnnis
Deal Hoekstra McKeon
DeFazio Hoke McKinney
DeLauro Holden MeMillan
Dellums Horn McNulty
Derrick Houghton Meehan
Deutsch Hoyer Meek
Diaz-Balart Huffington Menendez
Dickey Hughes Meyers
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Mfiume Rangel Stenholm
Mica Ravenel Stokes
Michel Reed Strickland
Miller (CA) Regula Studds
Miller (FL) Reynolds Stupak
Mineta Richardson Sundquist
Minge Ridge Swett
Mink Roberts Swift
Moakley Roemer Synar
Molinari Rogers Tanner
Mollohan Ros-Lehtinen Tauzin
Montgomery Rose Taylor (MS)
Moorhead Rostenkowskl Tejeda
Moran Roth Thomas (CA)
Morella Roukema Thomas (WY)
Murphy Rowland Thompson
Murtha Roybal-Allard Thornton
Myers Rush Thurman
Nadler Sabo Torkildsen
Natcher Sanders Torres
Neal (MA) Sangmelster Torricelll
Neal (NC) Santorum Towns
Oberstar Sarpalius Traficant
Obey Sawyer Tucker
Olver Saxton Unsoeld
Ortiz Schaefer Upton
Orton Schenk Vento
Owens Schiff Visclosky
Oxley Schroeder Volkmer
Pallone Schumer Vucanovich
Parker Scott Walsh
Pastor Serrano Washington
Paxon Sharp Waters
Payne (NJ) Shaw Watt
Payne (VA) Shays Waxman
Pelost Shepherd Weldon
Peterson (FL) Sisisky Wheat
Peterson (MN) Skaggs Whitten
Petri Skeen Willlams
Plckett Skelton Wilson
Pickle Slattery Wise
Pomeroy Slaughter Wolf
Porter Smith (IA) Woolsey
Portman Smith (NJ) Wyden
Poshard Smith (OR) Wynn
Price (NC) Smith (TX) Yates
Pryce (OH) Snowe Young (AK)
Quillen Solomon Young (FL)
Quinn Spence Zeliff
Rahall Spratt Zimmer
Ramstad Stark
NAYS—32
Allard Doolittle Royce
Archer Flelds (TX) Sensenbrenner
Armey Hancock Shuster
Bachus (AL) Hefley Smith (MI)
Ballenger Inglis Stearns
Bartlett Johnson, Sam Stump
Burton Nussle Talent
Callahan Packard Taylor (NC)
Combest Penny Valentine
Crane Pombo Walker
DeLay Rohrabacher
NOT VOTING—7
Barcia Dooley Velazquez
Bellenson Hansen
Berman Machtley
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Mr. DUNCAN changed his vote from

“na._y" to “yea--"

So (two-thirds having voted in favor
thereof) the rules were suspended and

the bill as amended, was passed.

The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.

MARITIME SECURITY AND
COMPETITIVENESS ACT OF 1993

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. KIL-
DEE). Pursuant to House Resolution
289, and rule XXIII, the Chair declares
the House in the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union
for the consideration of the bill, H.R.
2151.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly, the House resolved it-
self into the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union for the
consideration of the bill (H.R. 2151) to
amend the Merchant Marine Act, 1936,
to establish the Maritime Security
Fleet Program, and for other purposes,
with Ms. BYRNE in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
rule, the bill is considered as having
been read the first time.

Under the rule, the gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. STUDDS] will be
recognized for 30 minutes, and the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. FIELDsS] will be
recognized for 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Massachusetts [Mr. STUDDS].

Mr. STUDDS. Madam Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Madam Chairman, let me advise
Members who may not know that there
will be no further votes tonight. We are
going to proceed to conclude general
debate, and at the beginning of the
reading of the bill under the 5-minute
rule we shall rise and resume tomorrow
with the amendment process.

Madam Chairman, today, this House
will decide if American flags will con-
tinue to fly from vessels carrying this
Nation's commerce.

Today, this House will decide if
American shipyards will ever build an-
other commercial vessel.

Today, this House will decide if
American service men and women, sent
to distant corners of the globe, will
have the certainty they need that am-
munition, medical supplies, and ra-
tions, will follow.

Today, this House will decide if the
skills of working men and women of
this Nation who build ships, and who
are trained to run them, will be lost to
us.
And finally, Madam Chairman,
today, this House will decide if our Na-
tion, the only remaining superpower on
the planet, will be a maritime power or
will simply and dangerously rely on
the kindness of strangers to move our
goods to market,

Our votes today will determine a new
course for the national defense and eco-
nomic security of the United States.

When this House approves H.R. 2151,
the Maritime Competitiveness and Se-
curity Act—which I fervently trust
that we will do—we will have set a
course that not only rescues our mari-
time industries, but will make them
fully competitive in international com-
merce.

While I cannot stand here and tell
Members that American maritime pro-
grams of the past have been perfect, I
will stand here until my last breath ar-
guing that the new course we set in
H.R. 2151 is necessary.

Those, who for years, have derided
arguments that the United States
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needs a merchant fleet to support our
troops in time of war, had their eyes
opened during the Persian Gulf war.
This country had to charter foreign-
flag ships to carry our military sup-
plies to our troops.

What if we had not been fighting an
enemy so roundly scorned by the
world?

What if other nations had not al-
lowed their ships to carry our cargoes?

What if—as indeed did occur—ships
carrying ecritical supplies refused to
enter the war zone?

We should never send young Amer-
ican men and women into battle with
only the promise that we will try to de-
liver what they need to survive.

But America needs a strong mer-
chant marine not just in times of war.
We need one today, and we will need
one tomorrow, to keep the American
market free and independent,

With the end of the cold war, Ameri-
ca's battles more and more will be
fought on the economic bottom line,
rather than the front line.

As the richest nation with the rich-
est market on Earth, our trade cannot
be held hostage to the whims of foreign
competitors.

American goods must have the op-
tion of being carried to foreign mar-
kets on American ships. Without that
option, those goods may never leave
our shores. A foreign competitor, with
an interest or influence in shipping,
could easily eliminate competition by
simply being unavailable or too expen-
sive to ship U.S. products.

How many in this Chamber remem-
ber gas lines? How many remember the
oil embargo? As an oil-consuming na-
tion, the United States cannot be with-
out the wherewithal to bring petro-
leum, or for that matter, any other
critical import, to our consumers.

With U.S. flags flying from U.S. com-
mercial ships, this will never happen.

The legislation that we bring you
today—legislation that is the product
of the bipartisan cooperation we
unfailingly enjoy on our committee—
will turn our existing maritime pro-
grams around, make them more cost-
effective, and give this Nation the
American ships and shipbuilding capac-
ity that we must, let me repeat, that
we must retain.

This bill reverses the downward trend
in our maritime industry by establish-
ing two new programs: the Maritime
Security Fleet [MSF] Program for the
U.S-flag international fleet, and the
Series Transition Payment [STP] Pro-
gram for U.S. shipyards.

Ships in the Maritime Security Fleet
Program will receive annual payments
for 10 years, beginning in fiscal year
1995, to compensate American opera-
tors for the higher cost of doing busi-
ness under the U.S. flag. These higher
costs are a result of Federal require-
ments—such as the hiring of only U.S.
citizen crews and higher safety and en-
vironmental standards.
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If we do not compensate them for
these higher costs and for making their
vessels available when called upon by
the Pentagon, then they are likely to
flag their ships in a foreign nation. And
who can blame them!

The Maritime Administration re-
cently documented the extensive sub-
sidies provided by 57 nations to their
own shipbuilding and ship operating
companies. In a perfect world, no na-
tion would subsidize its companies, but
this is not a perfect world. And, until it
is, or until we have negotiated agree-
ments with these countries to end sub-
sidies, it is only fair that we ensure a
level playing field for our maritime in-
dustry.

The bill does not specify the number
of vessels that may be enrolled in the
Maritime Security Fleet Program be-
cause we are working with the admin-
istration to make every dollar stretch
as far as possible. We want as many
ships in the program as we can get, to
provide the maximum number of sea-
going jobs and retain the cadre of
trained merchant mariners needed to
activate and sail our Ready Reserve
Force in time of war or national emer-
gency.

It should also be noted that to be eli-
gible for the MSF Program, ships must
be militarily useful, such as roll-on-
roll-off vessels, containers, small tank-
ers, or barge-carrying ships. Represent-
ative FIELDS and I will offer a commit-
tee amendment to provide an overall
10-year authorization level of $1.2 bil-
lion, which is the level of funding sup-
ported by the President. If this figure
does not permit all willing and eligible
U.S.-flag vessels to participate, the bill
allows U.S. carriers to operate other
ships in their fleet under a foreign flag.

The bill also significantly
deregulates the U.S. maritime industry
to help it compete internationally. For
example, under the current system, a
U.S.-flag carrier must obtain permis-
sion from the Secretary of Transpor-
tation before moving a vessel to a new
trading area or placing a larger vessel
in a particular service. These types of
Government approvals promote ineffi-
ciencies and hinder the ability of our
operators to respond to changing mar-
kets.

This bill will also help U.S. shipyards
move from building vessels for the
Navy, to building vessels for domestic
and foreign commercial customers.
American shipyards have spent 10
years focusing on naval construction
and have fallen behind the curve on
commercial building, a market they
must crack to survive.

Until the U.S. Trade Representative
is able to negotiate a comprehensive
agreement ending foreign shipyard sub-
sidies, U.S. shipyards need our help to
overcome the advantage foreign ship-
yvards have gained from a virtual mo-
nopoly in commercial construction.

To compete, American yards must
build ships in a series, that is, building
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a number of ships of the same or simi-
lar design. That is what the competi-
tion does, and that is what our bill en-
courages U.S. shipyards to do, by mak-
ing up the difference between the U.S.
and foreign price. This program will be
terminated once our yards can produce
a competitive ship, a result that we be-
lieve can be accomplished over a 5- or
6-year period.

Although funds for the series transi-
tion program in all likelihood will not
be available this year, it is important
to get this program enacted now so
that our shipyards can begin negotia-
tions with new customers. In the com-
ing months we expect to work with all
interested parties to find sources of
new revenue to pay for the STP Pro-
gram.

Finally, Madam Chairman, we have
cargo preference. I am the first to ac-
knowledge that some reforms are need-
ed, and this bill makes some of the
changes necessary to make this pro-
gram run more efficiently by making it
run on commercial not Government
terms. .

Madam Chairman, the Merchant Ma-
rine and Fisheries Committee has
worked long and hard to bring before
the House a bill that will not only keep
the U.S. maritime industry afloat but
put the wind back in its sails.

I have met personally with the Presi-
dent and we continue to work closely
with him on our proposal. I can tell
Members, unequivocally, that he
shares our commitment to maritime
reform.

This is the right bill, this is the right
time, and this is the right place to do
the right thing, for not only the U.S.
maritime industries, but for our Na-
tion's economic and national security.

0O 1830

Madam Chairman, let me close my
opening remarks by a bow to the rank-
ing Member and to the Members on
both sides of the aisle. I trust this
House will be refreshed and surprised
by the broad bipartisan support which
will characterize this piece of legisla-
tion. It is absolutely essential. It is in
the national interest, and for once I
think we will see Members in this nor-
mally disparate and divided House
speaking with one voice.

Madam Chairman, I reserve the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. FIELDS of Texas. I yield myself
such time as I may consume.

Madam Chairman, I rise in strong
support of H.R. 2151, the Maritime Se-
curity and Competitiveness Act of
1993—a bill that could mean the dif-
ference between life and death for
America's maritime heritage.

The Merchant Marine and Fisheries
Committee has held countless hearings
on maritime reform over the last dec-
ade. During this time we heard pre-
dictions that the U.S.-flag merchant
fleet would be doomed unless we lev-
eled the playing field by reforming our
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outdated maritime laws. Some people
called those predictions empty threats.

Those who doubted that the Amer-
ican merchant marine was in serious
trouble certainly must have a new per-
spective now. In 1960, the United States
ranked fourth in the world with over
1,000 ships. Today, with only 394 pri-
vately-owned vessels, we are ranked
16th behind such countries as Cyprus,
Liberia, Panama, Malta, and China.
Things are so bad that two of our most
successful companies, Sea-Land and
American President Lines, recently an-
nounced that they intend to reflag a
number of their vessels. If these, or any
other American ships, were to leave
our fleet it would mean the loss of sev-
eral thousand American seagoing jobs.
The ships and the jobs would be gone
forever. We must not let the United
States, the most powerful Nation in
the world and the largest maritime
trading force in the world, to become a
nation without its own merchant fleet.

The other arm of our maritime indus-
try is shipbuilding. Those statistics are
equally bleak and depressing. Between
1984 and 1990, U.S. shipbuilders received
no new commercial orders for ships
1,000 gross tons and over. During this
time, commercial orders in the inter-
national market were steadily increas-
ing. As of September 1, 1993, there was
only one privately owned vessel of over
1,000 gross tons under construction in a
U.S. shipyard. In terms of the number
of American jobs, the American ship-
building industry has a major impact
on both the national economy and re-
gional employment. It has been esti-
mated that unless there is a major ef-
fort to preserve the American ship-
building industry, within a decade over
180,000 American jobs could be lost.

The demise of the maritime industry
will also mean the loss of thousands of
U.S. jobs. It will mean the depletion of
a vital pool of trained seamen who man
our Ready Reserve Force ships in times
of international emergencies. We sim-
ply cannot depend on crews from Ban-
gladesh, Pakistan, or any other foreign
country to protect our national secu-
rity. During the Persian Gulf war,
more than 70 U.S.-flag vessels were
used to transport badly needed mili-
tary supplies to our troops. We were
fortunate to have them because a num-
ber of foreign-flag vessels flying the
flags of Germany, Japan, and the Unit-
ed Arab Emirates refused to enter the
Persian Gulf. We should not have been
surprised, though, because we had simi-
lar experiences during both the Viet-
nam war and the 1973 Arab-Israeli con-
flict, when foreign-flag ships routinely
refused to carry American military
cargoes.

We must not allow our national secu-
rity to depend on the political whims
and threats of other foreign nations.
We must have a U.S.-flag fleet operated
by skillful mariners. The men and
women who operateour U.S.-flag ships
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are hard working, dedicated, patriotic,
taxpaying American citizens. They are
well-trained individuals, among the
best seafarers in the world. By law,
they are required to maintain their li-
censes or other documents, and many
of them routinely take Coast Guard ex-
aminations to upgrade their docu-
ments. They spend nearly half of the
year at sea, and during that time they
work 10 to 12 hours a day, 7 days a
week performing their duties. They sail
in treacherous weather risking their
lives every day; they spend holidays
and birthdays at sea; and the average
annual wage, before taxes, for a typical
able-bodied seaman is $33,000. And if
this is not enough, they have to listen
to people say they make too much
money.

Madam Chairman, there is no doubt
that U.S.-flag vessels are more expen-
sive to operate than so-called Third
World flag-of-convenience ships. The
reason for this cost differential is sim-
ple—the United States imposes signifi-
cantly higher standards on our opera-
tors and our vessels than are imposed
on our foreign competition. A foreign
crew of 36 from a Third World country
can be hired for $650 per day, including
benefits. That works out to about $18
per worker per day. We have it on good
information that working conditions
aboard many flag-of-convenience ves-
sels are sickening. We hear reports
that denial of medical treatment, beat-
ings, and inadequate safety equipment
are the disgraceful norm rather then
the exception.

We could bring our costs down if we
eliminate our higher standards and
water down worker protections, but
these requirements are precious to us—
they ensure that Americans have an
adequate income, safe working condi-
tions, and compensation in the event of
injury. We could bring our costs down,
but who among us is ready to exempt
American operators from the require-
ments of the National Labor Relations
Act, the Fair Labor Standards Act, in-
surance and liability laws, and U.S.
Coast Guard regulations?

H.R. 2151 would eliminate many bur-
densome outdated requirements but
not at the expense of fairness, and safe-
ty, and security for the American
worker. This legislation seeks to elimi-
nate restrictions that were placed upon
American shipping companies in 1936—
restrictions that had a purpose in their
time, but now contribute to oper-
ational inefficiencies and higher costs.
For example, U.S. operators are cur-
rently reguired to operate on strict,
preestablished trade routes even
though other routes would offer the
prospect of additional cargoes, and,
therefore, more revenue for their com-
panies. This bill would abolish those
trade route requirements.

H.R. 2151 would also establish two
new promotional programs for the U.S.
maritime industry—the Maritime Se-

27283

curity Fleet [MSF] Program and the
Series Transition Payment [STP] Pro-
gram.

The MSF program offset offsets the
higher cost of operating U.S. vessels es-
sential for our economic and military
security. It provides about $200 million
a year for 10 years to U.S. operators,
which is about $100 million a year less
than the current operating-differential
subsidy [ODS] program. With this re-
duced amount of operating support,
coupled with the fact that H.R. 2151
places a cap on the amount of money
any one vessel can receive in a given
year, vessel owners would have major
incentives to mnegotiate new labor
agreements to reduce manning costs.
Under the current ODS program there
is no incentive to reduce cost because
the Federal Government simply pays
the vessel owner whatever the nego-
tiated labor contract requires.

H.R. 2151 would also benefit the U.S.
shipbuilding industry by helping it
convert from construction of military
vessels to the construction of world-
class commercial vessels. The STP
Program would serve to promote the
series construction of vessels—a con-
cept that Japan proved to be enor-
mously profitable long ago. Under this
program American shipyards would re-
ceive funding, on a declining scale, for
the construction of two or more com-
mercial vessels of the same type. Al-
though the initial cost is envisioned to
be around $200 million per year, this
program is designed to be transitional,
and costs are expected to be reduced
over time. Funds could appropriately
come from re-allocated Department of
Transportation or Defense Programs.

However, the key point is that this
STP Program would ensure that the
United States has a viable shipbuilding
industry capable of building and repair-
ing ships for international commerce
and the U.S. Navy. Once a shipyard and
its work force of highly skilled employ-
ees are gone, it is very unlikely that it
will ever open its doors again.

While there is a cost attached to this
legislation, in my judgment, it is a jus-
tified expense; it is a critical invest-
ment in an infrastructure essential to
our Nation's economic and national se-
curity. H.R. 2151 is a finely crafted
bill—the product of many years of
careful deliberation—that is supported
by every Republican member of our
committee. Most of us will readily con-
cede that this is not perfect bill, nor is
it the last word on maritime reform.
But it is a beginning.

For the past 200 years, our Nation's
merchant marine has delivered troops
and vital war supplies to every world
conflict from Guadalcanal to the Per-
sian Gulf. Our success in winning these
conflicts is owed in no small part to
the invaluable contributions of these
mariners. Unless H.R. 2151 is approved,
I have grave doubts that this fourth
arm of defense will be available in the
future.
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It is our best, if not last, hope of sav-
ing the U.S. maritime industry. With-
out this bipartisan legislation, the U.S.
maritime industry will largely dis-
appear, and the most powerful Nation
on earth—the United States of Amer-
ica—will become totally dependent
upon foreign shipping interests. We
must not let U.S.-flag wvessels and
American merchant seamen become
forgotten memories of the past.

0 1840

Madam Chairman, I urge all Mem-
bers, but particularly Republican Mem-
bers, to support this legislation, to
vote aye on final passage.

In closing, I want to pay special trib-
ute to our chairman, the gentleman
from Massachusetts [Mr. STUDDS] who I
think has maneuvered this legislation
and given us a very delicate balance in
a simple way and brought this to the
floor in a bipartisan manner.

I also want to pay tribute to the
chairman of the Subcommittee on Mer-
chant Marine of the Committee on
Merchant Marine and Fisheries, the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. LIPINSKI],
and also the ranking Republican mem-
ber, the gentleman from Virginia [Mr.
BATEMAN], because this is an essential
piece of legislation brought to the floor
in what I think is an expeditious man-
ner.

Again, Madam Chairman, I encourage
all Members to support its passage, and
particularly our Republican Members.

Mr. STUDDS. Madam Chairman, I
yield 3 minutes to the distinguished
chairman of the Subcommittee on Mer-
chant Marine of the Committee on
Merchant Marine and Fisheries, the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. LIPINSKI].
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Mr. LIPINSKI. Madam Chairman, as
the world's largest trading Nation, the
United States must have a strong com-
mercial fleet. Allowing our maritime
industry to die would be a tragedy.
Losing our merchant marine would
threaten our economic viability and
national security. We must act now.

The leadership of the Merchant Ma-
rine and Fisheries Committee intro-
duced H.R. 2151 to revitalize our mari-
time industry. H.R. 2151 would estab-
lish a comprehensive maritime policy.
The bill ensures that ships are built in
the United States and fly the U.S. flag.

H.R. 2151 authorizes the Secretary of
Transportation to pay a subsidy to
U.S.-flag vessel owners and operators
that compete in international trade.
The subsidy would replace the Operat-
ing Differential Subsidy Program.

To stimulate U.S. commercial ship-
building, H.R. 2151 establishes the Se-
ries Transition Payment Program. For-
eign subsidized shipyards have a com-
petitive advantage over U.S. shipyards.
Our program would encourage U.S.
shipyards to engage in the series con-
struction of ships and make our ship-
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building industry competitive in the
world market.

Madam Chairman, I assure you that
our maritime industry, which employs
thousands of American workers and
pays millions of dollars in U.S. taxes,
is worthy of our earnest consideration
of this revitalization package.

In closing, I would like to take this
opportunity to thank my colleagues,
the gentleman from Massachusetts
[Mr. STUDDS], the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. FIELDS], and the gentleman
from Virginia [Mr. BATEMAN], for all
the time and hard work they put into
this legislation.

Mr. FIELDS of Texas. Madam Chair-
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Alaska [Mr. YoOUNG], a
quiet and demure Representative.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Madam Chair-
man, I rise in strong support of H.R.
2151, and the chairman and ranking
member, and, I am sure, the gentleman
from Virginia [Mr. BATEMAN] will, and
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. LIPIN-
sKi], have said it all, but I want the
people that might vote against this
legislation to consider one thing.

In 1945, Madam Chairman, America
was No. 1 in the merchant marine fleet.
Today we are 16th. This is the last
chance for this Congress to bring forth
to the people of this Nation a bill to
maintain and build on our merchant
marine fleet.

I can tell my colleagues, as the only
person in this room, I believe, who is
actually licensed to be a captain, that
it is crucially important that we have
American-crewed ships, captains and
mates, and ships built here, American
bottom ships, so we can take and move
our troops and move our supplies. But
it has disturbed me a great deal over
the years when I hear people say we are
just subsidizing the industry, and I
challenge anyone who says that. Most
all industry somewhere or another has
been subsidized by this Congress, be it
the farmer, the trucker, whoever it
may be. They are involved in some
type of subsidy. But we have forgotten
the merchant marine fleet, and I think
it is a travesty that we are one of the
largest, if not the largest, importing
countries in the world, and we are the
largest exporting country in the world,
and we are now ranked 16th.

Madam Chairman, that means that
most goods that are brought into this
country are brought in by foreign
fleets, foreign crewed, terrible condi-
tions, and most are shipped out of this
country by foreign crews and foreign
bottoms in terrible conditions. I think
it is time that this Congress speaks out
loud and clear, and they can do so with
H.R. 2151.

This is bipartisan legislation. It is
supported strongly by the committee.
We have worked out the differences,
and, as amendments come to this floor
outside of the committee, I hope the
Members consider what it will do to
this legislation.
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Madam Chairman, it is time that we
have a good merchant marine again in
America.

Mr. STUDDS. Madam Chairman, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Virginia [Mr. PICKETT].

Mr. PICKETT. Madam Chairman, I
rise in strong support of H.R. 2151, the
Maritime Security and Competitive-
ness Act of 1993, and I want to thank
the chairmen of both the committee
and the subcommittee, and also the
ranking members, for the fine work
that they have done in bringing this
bill to the floor, and I do hope that the
Members will support it in the form
that the committee has reported it.

Madam Chairman, this legislation is
needed and it is needed now. If we as a
nation are to have a viable American
flag merchant marine, concerted ac-
tion this year by the President and
Congress is essential.

The two largest American liner oper-
ators have stated that the economics of
operating their vessels under the
American flag will compel them to
withdraw their vessels from the U.S.-
flag fleet starting in 1995 unless re-
forms are implemented to help U.S.-
flag operators compete in world mar-
kets. If this does happen the Maritime
Administration projects that the loss
of these two carriers could result in a
U.S. container fleet in the year 2005 of
only 18 ships.

This Nation has neglected its mer-
chant marine for too long. The fact
that privately owned U.S.-flag com-
mercial ships now carry less than 5 per-
cent of this country's overseas trade
should, in itself, be cause for alarm.

The precipitous decline in our mer-
chant fleet is easily measured. In 1945
there were about 3,500 ships in the pri-
vately owned U.S.-flag fleet. That num-
ber fell to 1,082 in 1950; to 945 in 1960; to
770 in 1970; to 527 in 1980; to 467 in 1990
and, if Marad's projection is correct,
could fall to fewer than 100 by the year
2000.

Today, we are the only major mari-
time nation in the world that depends
almost entirely on the ships and crews
of other nations for the carriage of our
exports and imports. The shipping cost
of transporting U.S. exports and im-
ports exceeds $20 billion per year and
adds significantly to America's trade
deficit.

The decline of the U.S.-flag merchant
marine has been accompanied by a de-
cline in all related U.S. maritime in-
dustries, including shipbuilding and
ship repair. Our national security is
threatened if we are unable to sustain
a shipbuilding and ship repair capabil-
ity to meet the essential needs of the
U.S. Navy.

H.R. 2151 provides this administra-
tion and this Congress with a coherent
maritime plan today that is acceptable
to all components of the maritime in-
dustry. This plan, if enacted by Con-
gress and signed by the President, will
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serve to help preserve the U.S.-flag
merchant marine and allow this coun-
try to continue to be counted as a mar-
itime nation.

This bill represents the very mini-
mum that must be done to begin the
job of revitalizing our merchant fleet.
It is a product of substantial negotia-
tions and careful drafting that has
wide support among the components of
our maritime industries. It is essential
for our Nation and I urge all Members
to support it.

Mr. FIELDS of Texas. Madam Chair-
man, I yield 9 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Virginia [Mr. BATEMAN],
the ranking member of the Committee
on Merchant Marine and Fisheries.

Mr. BATEMAN. Madam Chairman, I
will not repeat those points made by
my predecessors. However, I do with to
publicly thank once again Chairman
LipINsKI for his persistence and hard
work.

It has been, perhaps, the most bipar-
tisan effort I can remember. And that
is saying something given the length,
complexity, and controversy surround-
ing this particular piece of legislation.
This is really a culmination of some 6
years of hard work by this committee.

I would be remiss if I did not also ex-
press my appreciation to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
STuDDS] and our ranking Republican,
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. FIELDS]
for their leadership on this most im-
portant piece of legislation.

Compromise has been a key ingredi-
ent and as a result, I really believe
that we have developed a proposal
which both maritime labor, the opera-
tors and yes, the shipyards can, in fact,
endorse.

For me, enactment of a series transi-
tion program is critically important
and I am indeed pleased that it is part
of this package. Certainly there are
those who believe that all U.S.-flag
vessels should be built in U.S. ship-
yards. I am one of those Members—but
I also recognize that holding the opera-
tor segment hostage is not the answer.

Madam Chairman, the subcommittee
added provisions which I believe offer a
viable, yet reasonable opportunity to
build ODS-eligible vessels in U.S. ship-
yards. Simply stated, if our series tran-
sition program is funded, then our
shipyards can and will be competitive
players in the world shipbuilding mar-
ket. The provisions in H.R. 2401, the
fiscal year 1994 DOD authorization bill,
will also help. But to prevent a Sea-
Land, or an APL or a Lykes from ever
having an opportunity to fly the U.S.
flag with U.S. crews serves no one’s in-
terests.

The Series Transition Payment Pro-
gram is terribly important to those
members who have shipyards in their
districts. With minimal commercial
construction in U.S. shipyards and the
decrease in U.S. Navy contracts, it has
been estimated, if we in the Congress
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do nothing, that over 180,000 skilled
jobs will be lost in U.S. shipbuilding,
ship repair, and marine equipment
manufacturing industries within the
next 6 years.

Let me take a few minutes to explain
the elements of the Series Transition
Payment Program. In simple terms,
this program authorizes the Secretary
of Transportation to pay for the dif-
ference in cost between building a ves-
sel which is one of a series, in a U.S.
shipyard and building that same vessel
in a foreign shipyard. A similar con-
struction program in the 1970-80 time-
frame resulted in a tremendous number
of ships being built in U.S. shipyards.
With the defense buildup in the earlier
1980°’s, our shipyards were essentially
converted to naval shipyards. These
naval ships were often one of a kind,
and highly sophisticated both in terms
of design and weaponry.

While our shipyards were committed
to a naval building program, our for-
eign competitors were building com-
mercial vessels. These commercial ves-
sels were not one of a kind but instead
were of similar design and specifica-
tions. This is a critical difference, be-
cause in shipbuilding, as in any heavy
industrial production process, effi-
ciencies are obtained byproducing the
same item over and over again. Not
only will the labor force become more
efficient, but the infrastructure, that is
assembly line, robotics, et cetera, will
remain the same. The need for the
costly retooling of your assembly line
is virtually eliminated—and, in fact, is
amortized over a greater number of
vessels.

Qur foreign competitors have, in ef-
fect, been building commercial vessels
in series for the last 10 years. Typi-
cally, the learning curve cost savings
over the first four to five ships in a se-
ries before it flattens out, is in the 20—
25 percent range. The savings in man-
hours between the first ship in a series
and later ships is well documented. A
well-known naval architect, Dr. Lloyd
Bergeson, analyzed man-hour data
compiled from 15 shipyards that were
dedicated to the construction of Lib-
erty ships in World War II.

The average man-hours per ship for
all 15 shipyards for the first ship in the
series was 1,120,000. The fourth ship in
the series averaged 725,000 man-hours
and the eighth ship averaged 590,000
man-hours,

In another study comparing United
States and Japanese shipyards, the au-
thor, Dr. Howard Bunch concluded that
the Japanese comparative performance
advantage was:

* * * traceable to the fact the Japanese
yards have developed concepts of standard-
ization and modularization that permit a
large portion of the design and engineering
activities to be essentially the retrieval of
the documentation from files.

Standardization of designs and over-
coming the learning curve are the twin
goals of the STP Program.
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Let me comment on two other points
concerning the current STP proposal.
First, as drafted, priority for award of
contracts is given to those shipyards
that can reach the world market price
with the fewest number of vessels in
the series and with the smallest con-
tribution from the Federal Govern-
ment. Thus unlike the old Construc-
tion-Differential Subsidy Program
[CDS], the STP Program establishes
intra U.S. shipyard competition. Sec-
ond, a U.S. shipyard that seeks a tran-
sition payment must have two con-
tracts in hand before applying for aid
and must demonstrate that upon com-
pletion of the vessels in the series that
it will be capable of constructing addi-
tional vessels of the same type at the
world market price and without assist-
ance.

Now with respect to labor rates, our
shipyards are, in fact, competitive now.
For instance, the average per hour
wage level in Germany is $26.50. In
Italy, the average hourly wage in 1990
was $19.22. In Japan, the wage level was
$15.80 per hour, in the United States
the wage level was $15.50 per hour.
Wages are no more a problem than
they are for BMW or Mercedes who are
relocating their plants to South Caro-
lina and Alabama, respectively.

If we can, in fact, overcome the
learning curve through the STP Pro-
gram, then I am personally convinced
we can once again become a major
shipbuilding power.

Finally, I do not want to mislead
anyone here today. The STP Program
will not, without more congressional
action, suddenly end our foreign com-
petitors 10-year monopoly of commer-
cial shipbuilding.

You should also note that our com-
mittee has not requested a specific
funding level for the Series Trans-
action Program. This is a conscious de-
cision on our part. First, because nego-
tiations are currently taking place in
Europe between the United States and
the European Community concerning
shipbuilding, we did not want to tie the
hands of the President in those nego-
tiations. In simple terms, the appro-
priation level requested in the Presi-
dent’s budget for fiscal year 1995 will be
dependent on the outcome of these ne-
gotiations. If the negotiations are suc-
cessful, then we will need to fund a
smaller sum of money to overcome the
learning curve phenomenon. If, how-
ever, our competitors continue their
sub rosa subsidies, then we will need to
look at a higher number.

The actual funding levels for the STP
Program will not come until fiscal year
1995 and, of course, will be subject to
additional debate and additional votes.

Many of you hear in statement after
statement that we have effected a deli-
cate balance—and that we cannot
change this section or that section—or
the whole bill will become unraveled.

With respect to the current U.S. ship-
building requirements in H.R. 2151, I
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sincerely believe we have a true com-
promise that deserves a chance to
work. I know the vast majority of our
U.S. shipyards are willing to make
these provisions work. I think most of
the operators can work within this
framework. I just hope that my col-
leagues and the administration will
give it a chance.

0 1900

Mr. STUDDS. Madam Chairman, may
I inquire how much time each side has
remaining?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Massachusetts [Mr. STUDDS] has
16 minutes remaining, and the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. FIELDS] has 9%
minutes remaining.

Mr. STUDDS. Madam Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. ORTIZ].

Mr. ORTIZ. Madam Chairman, I rise
today in strong support of H.R. 2151,
the Maritime Security and Competi-
tiveness Act of 1993.

I particularly want to recognize
Chairman STuDDS and the ranking
member, Mr. FIELDS, for their foresight
on this matter and their dedication and
commitment to our maritime industry.

I would also like to commend the
chairman and ranking member of the
subcommittee, Mr. LIPINSKI and Mr.
BaTEMAN, for their efforts in this re-
gard.

This maritime reform and revitaliza-
tion program is vital to the future of
our U.S.-flag merchant fleet and ship-
building industry.

The Maritime Security Fleet Pro-
gram will increase the ability of our
commercial fleet to compete inter-
nationally, and just as importantly,
will ensure that our nation has avail-
able an adequate defense sealift capa-
bility should it be needed.

The Series Transition Payment pro-
gram will promote the transition of
our shipyards from military to com-
mercial vessel construction by provid-
ing short-term declining payments for
series construction to help U.S. ship-
yards learn how to compete inter-
nationally in commercial vessel con-
struction.

Finally, the bill eliminates a number
of regulatory provisions that decrease
the competitiveness of our U.S. fleet
and calls for a number of administra-
tive reforms to the cargo preference
program designed to improve its effi-
ciency and reduce its cost.

If you care for the future of our mari-
time industries and for the preserva-
tion and creation of American mari-
time jobs, I urge my colleagues to sup-
port passage of this bill and to oppose
any amendments which may be offered
that would hurt the effectiveness and
integrity of this legislation.

Mr. STUDDS. Madam Chairman, I
yield such time as she may consume to
the gentlewoman from Washington
[Ms. CANTWELL].
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Ms. CANTWELL. Madam Chairman, I
rise in support of H.R. 2151.

Madam Chairman, | rise today in support of
H.R. 2151, the Maritime Security and Com-
petitiveness Act of 1993. Madam Chairman,
America must have maritime reform. What is
at stake is nothing less than the survival of the
U.S. merchant marine and shipbuilding indus-
tries and America's national security.

If America loses its merchant fleet, we will
be at the mercy of foreign governments. We
will be trading our national security for national
vulnerability.

Madam Chairman, we do not have far to go
before we could face such a calamity.

Between 1965 and 1993, the number of
American jobs on large, privately owned
oceangoing U.S.-flag vessels decreased from
about 51,000 to just over 9,000. The number
of oceangoing U.S.-flag vessels operating in
foreign trades dropped from about 620 ships
to a mere 151. These losses are the result of
competition from heavily subsidized foreign
vessels. This bill will give our U.S. maritime
fleet the opportunity to compete on a more
even playing field and give them a fighting
chance against foreign competition.

Because the United States failed to help
U.S. shipyards remain competitive as foreign
governments began instituting generous sub-
sidies for their shipyards, orders for commer-
cial vessels in U.S. shipyards virtually dis-
appeared during the past 11 years. The loss
of commercial business has caused approxi-
mately 50 U.S. shipyards to close their doors
since 1982, a loss of 40,000 American jobs.
On the West Coast, 11 shipyards have closed
their doors since 1982 with the loss of 14,500
American jobs.

If we fail to support this bill and institute
maritime reform, it is estimated that we will
lose another 180,000 jobs during the next 6
years—a loss that may permanently cripple or
destroy the U.S. merchant marine and ship-
building industries.

H.R. 2151 will provide a comprehensive pro-
gram of support to help strengthen the U.S.
merchant marine and U.S. shipbuilding indus-
tries. That support is essential, not only to
help U.S. shipyards and U.S. companies that
employ U.S. crew members and operate U.S.-
flag ships remain competitive with foreign
shipping and shipbuilding companies, but also
to survive.

| understand the importance of a vital mari-
time industry. Washington State is the most
trade reliable State in the Nation, leading the
Nation in per-capita exports. With less than 2
percent of the U.S. population, Washington
state produces approximately 8 percent of all
U.S. exports—more than $74 billion worth
each year—and handles more than 7 percent
of all U.S. imports. Do we want a future where
all those exports are transported on foreign
vessels? Would we tolerate  U.S.
airpassengers flying only on foreign carriers?
Why would we settle for U.S. products travel-
ing only on foreign carriers.

Madam Chairman, | want to commend the
leadership and commitment demonstrated by
Chairman STupDs and ranking minority mem-
ber FIELDS of the full committee and Chairman
LiPINSKI and ranking minority member BATE-
MAN of the subcommittee on this issue. It is
because of their efforts that we have before us
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a measure which has the enthusiastic, bi-par-
tisan support of the Merchant Marine and
Fisheries Committee. | urge my colleagues to
take a vote today in support of U.S. jobs, in
support of U.S. industry and in support of U.S.
competition in the world marketplace. | urge
my colleagues to vote in support of H.R. 2151.

Mr. FIELDS of Texas. Madam Chair-
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from South Carolina [Mr.
RAVENEL].

Mr. RAVENEL. Madam Chairman,
today, the House has a unique oppor-
tunity to save an important industry,
one that has seen many sunsets in its
day and one that has provided our Na-
tion an invaluable service for many
years. The U.S. maritime industry is
vital to the economic stability and de-
fense of our country. Unfortunately, if
this maritime reform bill, H.R. 2151,
does not survive, the Sun will set on
this industry for a long, long time.

Therefore, I rise in strong support of
the Maritime Security and Competi-
tiveness Act of 1993.

I want to commend the leadership of
the Merchant Marine and Fisheries
Committee for their hard work in de-
veloping this Dbipartisan endeavor
which, hopefully, will head to the re-
building of our maritime industries.

Madam Chairman, the centerpiece of
H.R. 2151 is the creation of a maritime
security fleet program, which will re-
place and improve upon the existing
operating-differential subsidy situa-
tion. Ultimately, this will reduce the
cost to the Federal Government and
offer U.S, vessel operators incentives
to improve efficiencies and lower their
costs.

Madam Chairman, H.R. 2151 is the
most important piece of maritime leg-
islation to be voted on in the Congress
in more than a decade. Therefore, I
strongly urge my colleagues to support
and vote for it.
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Mr. STUDDS. Madam Chairman, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Florida [Mr. HASTINGS].

Mr. HASTINGS. Madam Chairman. I
rise today to express my strong support
for H.R. 2151, the Maritime Security
and Competitiveness Act.

H.R. 2151 was introduced by the bi-
partisan leadership of the Merchant
Marine and Fisheries Committee and
reported to the House with unanimous
consent. This legislation will ulti-
mately benefit American business,
American labor, and the economic and
military interests of our country. In
recent years we have abandoned many
maritime policies and consequently are
paying for these decisions. We cannot
allow for any further depletion of our
U.S.-flag merchant fleet.

Our great Nation was founded on the
strengths of a superior merchant ma-
rine and this legislation will add new
vessels to our aging fleet. Further-
more, we cannot ignore the fact that
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under current U.S. maritime policy,
U.S. flag carriers are grossly disadvan-
taged against our foreign competitors
because of costs levied by our own Gov-
ernment. H.R. 2151 addresses these im-
portant problems and offers a com-
prehensive resolution to serve the best
interests of our country.

Mr. FIELDS of Texas. Madam Chair-
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from  Massachusetts [Mr.
TORKILDSEN].

Mr. TORKILDSEN. Madam Chair-
man, I rise in strong support of H.R.
2151, the Maritime Security and Com-
petitiveness Act. The U.S. maritime in-
dustry is in crisis. Foreign competition
is subsidized, and the number of ships
flying the U.S. flag is rapidly declining.
As American shipyards are closing,
people are losing jobs. H.R. 2151 will
help stop the decline, and allow the
U.S. maritime industry to compete.

Why should we preserve our Amer-
ican-flagged fleet? Aside from the eco-
nomic benefits to those who make
their living in American shipyards,
H.R. 2151 is essential to our national
defense. The military has long de-
pended on merchant marine vessels for
transport during war, supplying our
men and women overseas. While the
military threat is greatly reduced with
the demise of the Soviet Union, there
is still a very real threat to United
States security, as the invasion of Ku-
wait and the resulting Persian Gulf
war demonstrated.

One of the lessons learned from the
Persian Gulf war is that we cannot rely
on foreign vessels to carry our military
supplies during wartime. Of all the
ships chartered by the Department of
Defense to carry food, weapons, and
supplies to our soldiers fighting in Ku-
wait, over half flew foreign flags. While
world opinion in condemning the inva-
sion of Kuwait allowed us to support
our troops with mostly foreign-flagged
vessels, it would be foolish for us to be-
lieve this will always be the case. In
history, there are many examples in
which foreign vessels, under contract
with the Department of Defense to
carry U.S. military supplies, simply re-
fused to enter a war zone. In a conflict
that does not have near unanimous
international support, a strong U.S. do-
mestic fleet of transport ships will be
essential to supply our men and women
in uniform.

The U.S. merchant marine fleet has
served our country well from World
War II to Desert Storm. In our own in-
terest, we must support an industry
that is vital to our national security. I
urge all my colleagues to support this
commonsense legislation.

Mr. STUDDS. Madam Chairman, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentlewoman
from California [Ms. SCHENK].

Ms. SCHENK. Madam Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding time
to me.

I rise in very strong support of the
Maritime Security and Competitive-
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ness Act. The gentleman from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. STuDDS], the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. FIELDS], the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. LIPINSKI], and
the gentleman from Virginia [Mr.
BATEMAN] are owed a huge vote of
thanks from all of us for their hard
work and their bipartisan, and let me
emphasize bipartisan, leadership in
bringing this important legislation to
the floor.

Madam Chairman, the subject under
debate here is whether or not the Unit-
ed States will have a maritime indus-
try to call its own or whether we be-
come totally dependent on foreign-
owned, foreign-built, and foreign-
crewed vessels to ply our international
trade.

I cannot conceive of the United
States without a merchant marine
fleet, but we are certainly headed in
that direction unless this Congress
adopts a policy of supporting U.S. ship-
pers and shipbuilders.

It is a mystery to many Americans,
and especially to this American, why
we have allowed the United States to
lose its maritime primacy and suprem-
acy—a position it has maintained for
most of this century.

Early in the 1980's, at a time when
other nations were expanding their
subsidy programs, President Reagan
and the Congress eliminated the sub-
sidy which had helped U.S. shipyards
provide the ships necessary to sustain
a U.S.-owned, U.S.-built maritime
fleet. The dream of a 600 ship Navy pro-
vided work for some American ship-
yards, but many others closed or re-
trenched—with the loss of over 100,000
jobs. As of September of this year, only
one cargo ship was under construction
in a U.S. shipyard—only one.

Madam Chairman, I do not under-
stand why anyone would think it good
public policy to allow an industry as
vital to commerce as shipping and
shipbuilding to be shipped offshore, but
that is what we do if we fail to adopt a
national maritime policy.

H.R. 2151 will assist the U.S. ship-
building industry to reenter the com-
mercial market and build vessels for
the United States and the inter-
national markets ‘at competitive
prices.

H.R. 2151 is good for this country. It
is necessary for this country, and I
urge all of my colleagues to support
this measure.

Mr. FIELDS of Texas. Madam Chair-
man, I yield 2)2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from California [Mr.
CUNNINGHAM).

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Madam Chair-
man, I rise in strong support of H.R.
2151.

Madam Chairman, I could count on
one hand the number of bills that have
set aside political agenda for the good
of Americans. This is one of those bills.
Thanks to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. STUDDS] and the gen-
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tleman from Texas [Mr. FIELDS] for
their leadership and the bipartisan en-
vironment that they allow us to oper-
ate in that committee.

I would, however, like to address sec-
tion 5 of H.R. 2151, entitled “Elimi-
nation of Construction Differential
Subsidy,” titled CDS.

This section would change current
law to release certain vessels from the
restrictions agreed to by their owners
as a condition of receiving Government
construction subsidy. What does this
really mean?

Among those restrictions is a re-
quirement that subsidized vessels oper-
ate exclusively in foreign trade. This
restriction is intended to protect both
the operators of unsubsidized vessels in
the protected domestic trades and our
domestic shipyards that have exclusive
right to supply vessels for domestic
trades.

Section 5 would change this require-
ment for liner vessels, that is, the gen-
eral cargo vessels that are now oper-
ated on regular routes between the
United States and foreign countries,
when they reach the age of 25 years.
Section 5 would allow such overage
vessels to operate without restriction
in the domestic trades.

At markup, I offered, and then with-
drew at the request of the committee
leadership, an amendment to delete
section 5. I had considered offering the
same amendment at this time, but de-
cided not to do so after reviewing care-
fully the committee’s understanding of
section 5 as reflected in the committee
report.

That is, that section 5 is strictly lim-
ited to liner vessels; that its enactment
does not affect the application of the
domestic trading restrictions for other
vessels; and that the affected domestic
operators have agreed to the section
because of the protection provided to
them in other parts of the bill.

This leaves to the Department of
Transportation and, perhaps, ulti-
mately, the courts, the proper applica-
tion of domestic trading restrictions.
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The continued application of the do-
mestic trading restrictions is ex-
tremely important to our domestic
shipyard base, as those shipyards un-
dergo the difficult transition from pri-
marily military construction to build-
ing for the commercial market. One
bright spot for the shipyards, for exam-
ple, is the expected new construction of
double-hulled vessels that will soon be
required under OPA '90. Allowing tank-
ers built with Government subsidy for
exclusive use of foreign trades to gain
unrestricted access to the domestic
trades would not only jeopardize the
main hope for saving our shipyards,
but would also undermine the goals of
OPA '90.

Mr. STUDDS. Madam Chairman, I
yield 2% minutes to the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. GENE GREEN].
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Mr. GREEN of Texas. Madam Chair-
man, our Nation is in vital need of a re-
affirmation of maritime policy. As we
embark on an era of more global trade
we must realize that our maritime
fleet will provide the means by which
much of our future trade will be con-
ducted.

During the 1980's we watched as one
program after another which were de-
signed to promote a U.S.-flag maritime
industry were either not funded, under-
funded, or just ignored. No new pro-
grams were enacted in their place. In
my district in Houston, our seafarers
are worrried that a major shipline,
Sealand, will be forced to reflag their
vessels foreign unless major changes in
U.S. policies are made. H.R. 2151 will
keep Sealand ships coming into Hous-
ton and keep our American seamen
working.

H.R. 2151 will also encourage the de-
velopment of a modern fleet under the
U.S. flag that will respond to U.S. na-
tional security and contribute to the
Nation’s economy. During Desert
Storm the Port of Houston, which I
represent, handled more tonnage than
any other port. This tonnage was being
shipped out on American ships. If we do
not pass H.R. 2151 we will be forced to
use foreign flag vessels for our Nation's
security and we will put American sea-
men out of work.

H.R. 2151 will benefit the Port of
Houston tremendously. The Port of
Houston is the fourth largest port in
the Nation. Having a strong U.S.-flag
fleet will create competition necessary
in the international marketplace. H.R.
2151 will create a healthier climate for
international trade thereby strength-
ening the competitiveness of the Port
of Houston.

There are over 50 other nations that
have programs in place to maintain a
fleet under their flag according to a
September 1993 report of the Maritime
Administration. These nations provide
direct assistance to vessels under their
flag which ensures that they remain
competitive in international markets.

Every major maritime nation gives
some type of assistance to their fleets.
Many developing nations look at a
merchant fleet as a means of earning
quick revenues. It would be foolish for
this Nation not to respond to the mari-
time practices of other countries. As
the world's largest trading nation,
every fleet throughout the world wants
a piece of our action. I do not blame
them; in fact, I believe it is good for
our overall trade picture. The Amer-
ican-flag fleet should also have piece of
the American action. Reaffirmation of
maritime policy through the passage of
H.R. 2151 will encourage a U.S.-flag
presence. It is sound maritime policy,
sound national policy and I urge its
adoption.

Mr, FIELDS of Texas. Madam Chair-
man, I yield the balance of my time to
close debate on this side to the
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gentlwoman from Maryland [Mrs.
BENTLEY].
Mr. STUDDS. Madam Chairman, I

yield 3'2 minutes to the gentlewoman
from Maryland [Mrs. BENTLEY].

The CHAIRMAN. The gentlewoman
from Maryland [Mrs. BENTLEY] is rec-
ognized for T minutes.

Mrs. BENTLEY. Madam Chairman, I
rise in strong support of the bill.

First, I want to take this opportunity
to commend and applaud Mr. STUDDS,
the distinguished chairman of the Mer-
chant Marine and Fisheries Commit-
tee, for his outstanding leadership in
bringing this legislation to the floor
today.

I also want to commend my special
friend, the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
FI1ELDS], the ranking Republican on the
full House Merchant Marine and Fish-
eries Committee, my good friend from
Chicago, Mr. LIPINSKI, chairman of the
Merchant Marine Subcommittee, and
my dear friend, the gentleman from
Virginia [Mr. BATEMAN], the ranking
minority member on the subcommit-
tee, for their hard work.

Collectively, and I want to emphasize
in a bipartisan fashion, the leadership
of the Merchant Marine and Fisheries
Committee has dedicated their ener-
gies to develop a comprehensive piece
of legislation designed to save, pre-
serve and, hopefully, rebuild our mari-
time industries. They have succeeded
in H.R. 2151, the Maritime Security and
Competitiveness Act, which we will be
voting on shortly.

Madam Chairman, too often, particu-
larly in peacetime, the private, com-
mercial U.S. merchant marine is the
forgotten arm of our military; and its
contributions in bringing price stabil-
ity and competitiveness to our inter-
national trades is rarely recognized.

With the age of space travel just over
the horizon and the ability of instant
communications ever shrinking the
world in which we live, the romance of
the sea is seldom seen or expressed. To
most people, the sea is reruns of the
Love Boat television series, which, I
hasten to add, particularly for my dear
friend from Iowa, continues to be an
excellent show. The true significance
of the U.S. Merchant Marine, Madam
Chairman, is lost, even on many of our
colleagues; lost that is until the United
States finds itself—as it did in the Per-
sian Gulf—embroiled in a large mili-
tary operation.

Everyone prides themselves on the
success of the Persian Gulf war—the
100 hours ground war. It was a textbook
war. A Hollywood scriptwriter could
not have written a better screenplay.
Everything—like in the movies—went
right.

What everyone overlooks, even ig-
nores, is the luck that was involved in
the ultimate outcome of Operation
Desert Storm; luck that Saddam Hus-
sein, after invading Kuwait, patiently
waited for the United States to develop
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a coalition of support in the United Na-
tions, waited patiently for the United
States to coddle and sometimes bully
Middle East nations into joining that
delicate coalition; and, most impor-
tantly, in terms of bloodshed and pre-
cious life, waited patiently while the
United States completed a military
buildup of forces, ordnance, and sup-
plies in such size and scope that had
not been since World War I1.

That buildup gave the United States
and its coalition of forces the ability to
complete the herculean military oper-
ation that is unprecedented in U.S. his-
tory.

But that military victory—which has
blinded all of us of the need to rebuild
our merchant marine—would have been
impossible, without the loss of thou-
sands of U.S. lives, if the United States
merchant marine had been forced to go
it alone.

That military buildup would have
been impossible because the United
States does not now have a sufficient
number of ships, either in the commer-
cial fleet, the reserve fleet or in the
Government-chartered fleet to carry
that volume of cargo, nor does the
United States have a sufficient number
of seamen to man the number of ves-
sels required for such an operation—
that is, unless Saddem Hussein had
been willing to sit in the Kuwait desert
until 1999 or some other, equally ab-
surd length of time.

There may be some debate, but there
is little question that the United
States did not need the military assist-
ance of the coalition of nations to fight
and win the war; and there absolutely
is no question that the United States
critically needed the more than 215 for-
eign flag ships the Navy's Military Sea-
lift Command was forced to charter
during Operations Desert Shield and
Desert Storm.

Madam Chairman, it is fitting that
H.R. 2151, a major piece of legislation,
is brought forth near the end of the
20th century, for it was in the 20th cen-
tury, during the 1940's, that the United
States saved the world from the Nazi-
fascist axis by producing 6,000 ocean
going ships—liberties, wvictorys, T-2
tankers: C-3's and C-4's in 4 short
years.

And as a result this country proved
that an ongoing idustrial base made it
possible—and provided good jobs for
skilled and unskilled men and women
in this country.

The ships that slid down the ways
proudly waved the Stars and Stripes,
all that because of the Merchant Ma-
rine Act of 1936.

The next time a real effort was made
to infuse real blood into the fleet was
the Merchant Marine Act of 1970. Dur-
ing the 1970°’s, the industrial base
hummed once more and Americans had
important shoreside and seagoing jobs
available to them.

That was the second effort, and it
worked.
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Now we have H.R. 2151, the third
Maritime Security and Competitive-
ness Act of the 20th century, which will
carry this country proudly into the
21st century on the high seas, and in
our Nation's seaports we will be able to
view the Stars and Stripes proudly fly-
ing again on modern ships built in
American yards by American workers.

There will be important jobs in the
urban shipyard-oriented cities for the
skilled and unskilled as our industrial
base makes a vital comeback.

As I said earlier today this is the
first bill in a guarter of a century that
provides more than a Band-Aid to a
hemorrhaging fleet. It is real; it is
what America needs.

What anticargo preference advocates
would have us believe, what the Navy
and its Military Sealift Command,
with its growing fleet of reserve and
active vessels would have this Chamber
believe, is that the Coalition that was
so successful during the Persian Gulf
war always will be there.

The opponents want you to believe,
Madam Chairman, that the United
States should and must place the fu-
ture of our Nation, the future of chil-
dren, into the hands of foreign govern-
ments—that our concerns and causes
always will be their concerns and
causes.

Madam Chairman, history has taught
me to place my trust and faith into the
hands of God and the American flag—
not in the hands of foreign govern-
ments or foreign seamen, whose lack,
and total absence of loyalty to the
United States, already is well docu-
mented in every war in which they
have been employed.

The United States continues to need
a private fleet of merchant ships to
support our Armed Forces; in fact, we
need a merchant fleet now more than
ever. Today, there are regional con-
flicts which, tomorrow, could involve
our young men and women in uniform.

I want to encourage my colleagues to
support America by voting for the Mar-
itime Security and Competitiveness
Act and to oppose all amendments that
may be offered, except, of course, one
technical amendment to be offered by
Chairman STUDDS and Mr. FIELDS.

Mr. STUDDS. Madam Chairman, I sa-
lute the gentlewoman from Maryland
[Mrs. BENTLEY] for her tireless and
very longstanding fight in this effort.

Madam Chairman, I yield 3 minutes
to the gentleman from Mississippi [Mr.
TAYLOR].

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. Madam
Chairman, I want to thank the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
STUDDS] for yielding time to me.

For the people of America who are
watching this debate tonight, they are
probably being dumbfounded by statis-
tics, and more than anything, dumb-
founded by how much this great Nation
has lost its maritime base.
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On the day that I was born we were
the world's greatest maritime power.
Last year this great Nation did not
build one merchant ship.

The Croatians, in the middle of a
war, built 30. The nation of Malta built
4, the nation of Vietnam built 1. The
Japanese built over a third of all of the
ships built in the world, but this Na-
tion did not build one.

I want to commend Chairman
STuDDS for the vitality he has brought
back to this community, and I want to
thank the ranking minority member,
and the subcommittee chairman, Mr.
LIPINSKI.

But this bill has got a flaw, a flaw
that I hope my colleagues will help me
address tomorrow, which is the fact
that we will take American taxpayer
dollars from the 180,000 people who
work in this Nation as either ship-
builders or people in shipbuilding-re-
lated industries and use that to sub-
sidize 4,000 jobs on operating differen-
tial subsidy ships that were built over-
seas. Let me see if we have this
straight. We are going to take Amer-
ican taxpayer money and use it to sub-
sidize the crew of a ship that was built
by one of our foreign competitors.

Folks, the great nations of this world
have had two things in common since
the time of Christ. They have been
great manufacturers and they have
been great maritime powers. If we want
to remain a great nation we have to
get our manufacturing back and we
have to get our maritime might back.

As we speak, the House Armed Serv-
ices Committee is in conference with
the Senate Armed Services Committee
on a $200 million loan guarantee pro-
gram that will create anywhere from $2
to $4 billion of loans for people who
will build their ships here. But how can
we provide those people who will build
their ships here with any incentive if
we tell them it is OK to go buy a
cheaper foreign ship and we will pay
the cost of your crew. That is not fair.
It is not to the advantage of the Amer-
ican citizens. It is certainly not fair to
those American shipyard workers, and
it is a bum deal for our country.

I support the chairman trying to re-
vitalize the American maritime indus-
try. But let us fix it, and let us fix it
right.

Mr. STUDDS. Madam Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may
consume to close by thanking the dis-
tinguished ranking member, the gen-
tleman from Texas, and the gentleman
from Illinois, the subcommittee chair-
man, the gentleman from Virginia, the
ranking member of the subcommittee,
and our longstanding ally in this ef-
fort, the gentlewoman from Maryland.
As [ said this morning at a committee
caucus, I am grateful that she is on our
side.

We are on the verge, I think, of some
genuinely historic legislation, and it is
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my hope that when the dust settles to-
morrow, or whenever we conclude this,
that we can all walk out of this Cham-
ber, Republicans and Democrats alike,
for once very proud of what we have
done. I commend those who have
worked so hard.

Mr. HOCHBRUECKNER. Madam Chairman,
| rise today to express my support for Presi-
dent Clinton’s commitment to revitalizing the
maritime industry. | join the President in rec-
ognizing the need for a comprehensive mari-
time policy reform package.

The U.S. maritime industry is in jeopardy. In
1992, the U.S. merchant fleet totaled
18,228,000 gross tons, down more than 2 mil-
lion gross tons from 1991 levels. Furthermore,
legislation was needed to prevent American
companies from attempting to transfer vessels
to a foreign registry.

The industry is an essential component of
our economy. It is responsible for the trans-
portation of raw materials, goods, and equip-
ment necessary for the success of American
industry. Moreover, it exports American items
to friendly nations. Finally, the maritime indus-
try plays a vital role in serving the U.S. Armed
Forces during wartime. For example, only
American vessels can be forced to enter com-
bat zones to deliver materials. Therefore, the
U.S. merchant marine is instrumental in con-
flicts like the gulf war.

The House Merchant Marine and Fisheries
Committee is taking a leading role in aiding
the maritime industry. | am a cosponsor of
H.R. 2547, the National Shipbuilding and Con-
version Act, important legislation which in-
cludes a shipbuilding subsidy that will better
enable American shipbuilders to compete in
the world market.

In the past 20 years the American merchant
fleet has decreased from 798 to 385 ships.
Today, H.R. 2151, the Maritime Security and
Competitiveness Act of 1993, will be voted on
by the House of Representatives. The Mari-
time Security and Competitiveness Act ad-
dresses this problem by making legal and reg-
ulatory changes that will add vessels to our
fleet and jobs to our economy. H.R. 2152, the
Merchant Marine Investment Act of 1993, also
promotes a stronger maritime industry by en-
couraging investment with tax incentives. As a
cosponsor of H.R. 2151 and H.R. 2152, | urge
my colleagues to support both of these impor-
tant bipartisan legislative efforts to back our
maritime industry.

We have a proud maritime heritage in these
United States. America has longer sea coasts,
more seaports, and greater amounts of im-
ports and exports than any other industrialized
nation. If the United States is going to con-
tinue as a leader in the global economy, it will
need a strong maritime industry.

Madam Chairman, | ask my colleagues in
the House of Representatives to join me in
voting “yes” on H.R. 2151 which will go a long
way toward reviving the maritime industry.

Ms. PELOSI. Madam Chairman, | rise today
in support of H.R. 2151, the Maritime Security
and Competitiveness Act, legislation to en-
hance the U.S. sealift force and maintain a
vital U.S. commercial transportation industry.

U.S. shipbuilders and operators are subject
to higher standards for safety, health, and em-
ployment than their foreign counterparts. This,
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in combination with the subsidies foreign yards
receive, gives foreign operators a clear advan-
tage because their vessels are less expensive
to construct and operate.

H.R. 2151 would create a Maritime Security
Fleet Program. This program would establish
a statutory and regulatory framework under
which we could maintain a maritime security
fleet, which is important in a number of ways:

It is an important aspect of defense conver-
sion, because it will assist U.S. shipyards in
making the transition from military to commer-
cial vessel construction, preserving a valuable
part of our Nation’s infrastructure;

It is an important aspect of our economic
independence, because the United States will
avoid potential dependence on foreign-flag
carriers;

And it is an important aspect of national se-
curity, because the U.S.-flag fleet will continue
to be able to meet our Nation's sealift require-
ments. Due to unfair foreign trade practices
and decades of neglect by the Government,
the U.S. merchant marine has been in a pe-
riod of steady decline for many years and will
disappear if we do not act quickly. H.R. 2151
is an effort to ensure that the United States re-
tains a merchant marine built in America,
owned by Americans, and crewed and main-
tained by Americans. | urge my colleagues to
support H.R. 2151.

Mrs. MINK. Madam Chairman, | rise in sup-
port of H.R. 2151, the Maritime Security Com-
petitiveness Act of 1993.

This bill signifies hope and renewal for the
U.S. merchant fleet. The U.S. merchant fleet
is threatened with extinction. The cost of build-
ing a vessel in the United States is at least
twice as much as building one overseas. The
cost of registering a vessel in the United
States is greater than registering a vessel
overseas due to higher labor costs, taxes, and
regulations. The U.S. merchant fleet needs the
strong and active support of the Federal Gov-
ernment to limit the competitive disadvantage
that now hampers the operation of American
vessels.

This bill frames the question facing the
House of Representatives in very simple and
basic terms: Do we support a U.S. merchant
fleet or do we stand idly by and banish the
American merchant fleet to foreign registries
and foreign ports?

The answer to this question must be heard
in a resounding vote of support for H.R. 2151,
and other maritime reform and revitalization
legislation in this term of Congress. This is of
the essence.

H.R. 2151 proposes to create a maritime
security fleet consisting of U.S.-documented,
U.S.-crewed vessels operating in the inter-
national commercial trade. Under this act, the
Federal Government would provide shipping
companies with subsidy payments of $21.2
million over 10 years in exchange for the right
to use these ships in case of war or for emer-
gency sealifts. These subsidy payments
amount to less Federal subsidy per ship than
provided under existing subsidy contracts, in-
tending to cover more ships and requiring a
more efficient U.S. merchant fleet.

The creation of a maritime security fleet is
crucial to the reform and revitalization of the
U.S. merchant fleet. It is one component of a
vigorous maritime reform and revitalization
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program that this Congress must adopt to de-
fend our merchant fleet, holding inviolate our
economic and national security.

We cannot look to be a leader among na-
tions without first looking to lead our own peo-
ple, to defend our own industries, to embrace
our own causes, and to solve our own prob-
lems.

H.R. 2151 defends the right of the U.S. mer-
chant fleet to exist on American waters, pro-
tects American jobs in the maritime industry,
and restores pride in the U.S. merchant fleet.

| urge my colleagues to vote in support of
H.R. 2151 and to support the U.S. merchant
fleet.

The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex-
pired.

Mr. STUDDS. Madam Chairman, I
move that the Committee do now rise.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker pro tempore. [Mrs.
MALONEY] having assumed the Chair,
Ms. BYRNE, Chairman of the Commit-
tee of the Whole House on the State of
the Union, reported that that Commit-
tee, having had under consideration
the bill (H.R. 2151) to amend the Mer-
chant Marine Act, 1936, to establish the
Maritime Security Fleet Program, and
for other purposes, had come to no res-
olution thereon.

HEALTH CARE REFORM

(Mr. HASTERT asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks and include extraneous matter.)

Mr. HASTERT. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to direct my colleagues atten-
tion to an editorial entitled ‘‘Repair,
Don’'t Replace, Health System™ in the
Chicago Tribune on November 1.

The Chicago Tribune suggests that
the biggest failing of the Clinton
health care plan, and I quote, “is its
conceit that the entire system must be
rebuilt to Federal specifications".
They suggest instead that what's need-
ed is a health insurance system that,
quote, “Would rely on economic incen-
tives, not the Federal mandates and
premium caps that are the linchpins of
the Clinton plan.”

The House Republican health care re-
form plan relies on economic incen-
tives. It incorporates Medisave ac-
counts, malpractice reform, and paper-
work reduction, all of which the Trib-
une endorses.

Mr. Speaker, the Chicago Tribune
concludes: Our current health care sys-
tem ‘‘is a flawed vehicle that needs to
be improved, not a wreck to be junked
in favor of somebody's social experi-
ment''.

Mr. Speaker, they are right.

[From the Chicago Tribune, Nov. 1, 1993]

REPAIR, DON'T REPLACE, HEALTH SYSTEM

Now that President Clinton's book-length
prescription for health care reform has been
delivered to Congress, the public can begin
to compare its sweeping, government-di-
rected approach to other, more modest pro-
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posals that rely more heavily on consumer
choice and competition,

Too little attention has been paid to these
alternatives, some of them quite innovative,
which have been put forward by members of
Congress, professional associations and pub-
lic policy groups.

None deserves to be embraced in total, but
nearly all contain ideas that ought to be in-
corporated into the compromise that Con-
gress inevitably must plece together if any
reform is to pass.

Not that the administration's plan is with-
out merit. It contains nuggets of common
sense, such as encouraging Medicaid recipi-
ents to enroll in health maintenance organi-
zations so as to better manage the cost and
guality of their care. The Tribune’s current
investigative series on Medicaid abuses de-
picts a system out of control, and ought to
raise a cautionary flag about government's
ability to micromanage an entire health care
system.

Indeed, the biggest failing of the Clinton
plan is its conceit that the entire system
must be rebuilt to federal specifications. It
ignores the fact that most Americans have
insurance; they actually like their family
doctors; and they want to keep using their
community hospitals.

What's needed are common-sense repairs to
the existing system, ones that will attract,
not herd, the nation’s 37 million uninsured
into a system in which consumers and pro-
viders alike are made more aware of how
much things cost.

Ideally, such a system would rely on eco-
nomlc incentives, not the federal mandates
and premium caps that are linchpins of the
Clinton plan. A majority of the uninsured
could be enticed to buy coverage through a
system that combines tax incentives, means-
tested subsidles and plain old bargain-hunt-
ing. In return for added volume, Insurance
companies would be required to accept any-
one that applies.

Here are five other suggestions culled from
various alternatives to the Clinton plan:

Limit tax deductibility on insurance pre-
miums for coverage in excess of a basic plan.
Why should taxpayers subsidize someone
else's gold-plated policy that pays for nose
jobs, in vitro fertilization or other exotic
procedures?

Let employers contribute to tax-free medi-
cal savings accounts that employees could
dip into for out-of-pocket medical expenses,
or convert to personal use If they stay
healthy and avoid the doctor's office. This
also would encourage “shopping” for medical
services, discourage overuse, and promote
the purchase of *‘catastrophic insurance
coverage with higher deductibles and lower
premiums.

Adopt a single, universal, computer-ready
medical claims form for use by all insurance
companies and health care providers. Ex-
perts say this reform alone could cut in half
the $80 billion spent each year processing the
current crazy-quilt of paperwork.

Reform malpractice and product liability
laws to protect doctors who follow accepted
procedures and pharmaceutical companies
that distribute federally approved drugs. Re-
quire would-be plaintiffs to first try non-ju-
dicial dispute resolution and limit non-eco-
nomic and punitive damages In malpractice
cases.

Make doctors and hospitals publish their
prices and their performance ratings so con-
sumers of medical services can act more like
consumers of every other product, comparing
what's avallable to find the best buy.

There are many other common-sense ideas
available to Congress—ideas that will fix our
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health care system rather than replace it.
Ours is a flawed vehicle that needs to be im-
proved, not a wreck to be junked in favor of
somebody's social experiment.

STEPHEN F. AUSTIN OF TEXAS

(Mr. PICKLE asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks and include extraneous matter.)

Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to commemorate the birth 200
years ago today of one of the gr:atest
American adventurists, businessmen,
diplomats, combat generals, and
statesmen who ever graced this globe
with his presence: Stephen F. Austin,
the Father of Texas.

This great man was born and raised
to a rather privileged Virginia and Mis-
souri, background and was sent to a
prestigious boarding school in Con-
necticut and college in Tennessee. His
family met with financial ruin in 1819,
the time of the Nation's first real eco-
nomic depression. It was in these try-
ing times that young Stephen showed
his true mettle.

At the age of 28, he came to the
Spanish-Mexican province of Texas and
established himself as an impresario,
ultimately bringing in more than 4,000
North American settlers to the rugged
beautiful lands of central and south-
east Texas.

After General Santa Anna came to
power in Mexico City and began his
brutal dictatorship, Austin was chosen
to be the first General of the Texian
Army and led a successful military
campaign in San Antonio. After being
imprisoned in Mexico for a year, Aus-
tin emerged as one of the principal
leaders of the Texas independence
movement, and succeeded in swaying
the powers that be in Washington to
support the Texans' cause.

Although he suffered an untimely
death at age 43 in 1836, the signers of
the Texas Declaration of Independence
later acknowledged that he was as re-
sponsible as anyone for their reaching
the point of independence.

The State of Texas and the United
States of America have produced few
leaders as great as Stephen Fuller Aus-
tin, and I am proud to represent Aus-
tin, TX, the community that bears his
name.

AUSTIN HAD VISION OF CITY BEFORE IT WAS

FOUNDED
(By Pamela Ward, American-Statesman
Staff)

Stephen F. Austin, the city's namesake,
never lived in Austin, but it was his dream.

In 1833, he wrote of his adoration of the
land on the east bank of the Colorado River
at the foot of the mountains as a retreat to
which he wanted to retire, and Instructed a
representative to locate a beautiful tract for
him:

“I mean to go and live there. It is out of
the way and will do for an academy scheme
with which I can amuse myself and do good
to others.”
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Eugene Barker, in his book “The Life of
Stephen F. Austin, Founder of Texas,”
wrote, "“With rare appropriateness that tract
now contains the Capital City and the Uni-
versity of Texas, and Austin lies buried on
the land that he himself chose for his last
peaceful years."”

Today, the city and state celebrate the
man behind the name. Stephen Fuller Aus-
tin, a Virginian by birth but the founder of
Texas, would be 200.

“It's a big day for the capital city,” sald
Mike Workman, vice chalrman of the State
of Texas Stephen F. Austin Blcentennial
Celebration Commission. “We have fourteen
public events. The public is invited to any
and all of those events." In addition, some
special exhibits are opening in Austin and
elsewhere in Texas in Austin’s tribute.

Austin, founder of Texas, the first military
commander of the Texas Revolution's Texian
Army, skilled diplomat and first secretary of
state during the republic, also is a reversed
figure In Texas mythology.

“Legend has {t he came through here on
his mapping tour in 1821. Legend has it that
he came to the Treaty Oak,” Workman sald,
noting both stories cannot be proved.

In 1821, at age 28, Austin moved from Mis-
souri to Texas and laid plans for the estab-
lishment of a commonwealth of Texas and
founded an American colony along the Braz-
0s and Colorado rivers.

Sam Houston, in his last speech to the
United States Senate, called Austin *‘the fa-
ther of Texas. This Is the designation justly
accorded to him, as will be testified to by
every man who 1s acquainted with the primi-
tive history of Texas or its progress as long
as he lived. Stephen F. Austin is entitled to
that honor. Sir, posterity will never know
the worth of Stephen F. Austin—the priva-
tions he endured—the enterprise he pos-
sessed—his undying zeal, his ardent devotion
to Texas and 1ts interests and his future
hopes connected with its glorious destiny.”

In 1836, Austin sald, ‘“The prosperity of
Texas has been the object of my labors, the
idol of my existence; it has assumed the
character of a religion for the guidance of
my thoughts and actions for 15 years, supe-
rior to all pecuniary or personal views."

Austin, who suffered from chronic malaria,
died at age 43 later that year,

Three years later, the community of Wa-
terloo was renamed Iin Austin's honor and
chartered by the Republic of Texas.

Today's events are highlighted, by an 11
a.m. program in the Capitol Extension audi-
torfum that features musical performances
and comments from the governor, land com-
missioner and Austin family descendants.

Rare items are featured in exhibits opening
in town. The University of Texas exhibit on
the second floor of the building at 709 Martin
Luther King Jr. Blvd. includes Austin’s 1882
manuscript map of Texas, printed announce-
ments such as one on Austin’s death, the 1833
George Catlin oil portrait of Austin and Aus-
tin's prison dlary.

As a commemorative item, the General
Land Office has published a new historical
map of the area known from 1821 to 1836 as
Austin's Colony. The 26-by-36-inch map, de-
signed in the style and traditions of 19th cen-
tury cartography, depicts the settlement and
surrounding lands at they were in 1835, just
before Texas declared its independence from
Mexico.

SUPPORT OUR PRESIDENT, VOTE
“YES" ON NAFTA

(Mr. RICHARDSON asked and was
given permission to address the House
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for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks and include extraneous
matter.)

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker,
what do Tip O'Neill, Rush Limbaugh,
Ronald Reagan, Lee Iaccoca, Jimmy
Carter, Henry Kissinger, and Bill Clin-
ton have in common? They all are for
NAFTA. Mr. Speaker, this broad mo-
saic of individuals shows that NAFTA
is good for this country, that it is bi-
partisan, that it creates jobs, that it
reduces illegal immigration, and that
it will ultimately spearhead the largest
economic bloc in the world, led by the
United States.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to read
what former Speaker Tip O'Neill said:

As an American and a dled-in-the-wool
Democrat, while in office I always lived by
the principle that my central duty was to
represent the bread-and-butter economie in-
terests of Amerlcan working men and
women. It is because I care about the cre-
ation of jobs and the expansion of the middle
class of this country that I strongly support
the North American Free-Trade Agreement.

Mr. Speaker,as the debate on the
North American Free-Trade Agreement
[NAFTA] enters its final 2 weeks,
forces for and against this treaty are
marshalling significant resources to
support their stance on this issue.

For the most part, Majority Whip
DAvID BoNIOR and I have worked hard
to insure that the fight over NAFTA
would be a fair one.

Similarly, though I have many
friends in organized labor and have
been a long-time supporter of the union
movement in this country, on this
issue we respectfully disagree.

Having said this, I can not help but
comment on a recent editorial by
former Speaker of the House Tip
O'Neill which appeared recently in the
Boston Globe.

Entitled, ‘““An Old Work-and-Wages
Democrat Parts With Labor on this
(the NAFTA) Issue,” Speaker O'Neill's
article focuses attention on the fears
which many Members have recently ex-
pressed about the potential loss of sup-
port from organized labor should they
vote in favor of NAFTA.

I must say, that I agree with the
former Speaker when he states that he
has never seen the unions withdraw
support from pro-labor Democrats be-
cause of a single vote.

If a Democratic Member of Congress
votes for striker replacement legisla-
tion national health care, workplace
safety, as well as for NAFTA—is labor
going to withhold its support for this
Member. In spite of these concerns, I
honestly doubt it.

When President Clinton argued for
NAFTA before the AFL-CIO conven-
tion, its members treated him with re-
spect. When he finished his pro-NAFTA
pitch, they applauded politely.

The AFL-CIO’s Lane Kirkland had it
right when he told his members, that
while the President is pro-NAFTA by
and large his agenda was their agenda
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and the AFL-CIO would remain his
most reliable troops.

So, I ask you, if the agenda is good
enough for our pro-labor, pro-NAFTA
President, it should be good enough for
pro-labor, pro-NAFTA Members of Con-
gress too.

Stand your ground. Support our
President and do the right thing for
America, Vote *‘yes’’ on NAFTA on No-
vember 17.

The article follows:

AND OLD WORK-AND-WAGES DEMOCRAT PARTS
WITH LABOR ON THIS ISSUE

(By Thomas P. O'Neill, Jr.)

As an American and a dyed-in-the-wool
Democrat, while in office I always lived by
the principle that my central duty was to
represent the bread-and-butter economic in-
terests of American working men and
women. It is because I care about the cre-
ation of jobs and the expansion of the middle
class of this country that I strongly support
the North American Free Trade Agreement,

The Democratic Party has always been at
its best when it made a changing world work
for average citizens. Our guiding principles
have been those of both security and oppor-
tunity. We never would have succeeded had
we almed only at preserving the status quo.

Contrary to what some today might sup-
pose or argue, the Democratic Party has his-
torically led the fight for expanded trade and
open markets abroad. After World War II,
Harry Truman had the foresight to recognize
that our middle class would swell if we had
markets to which to export. And President
John F. Kennedy—whom I succeeded in Con-
gress—pushed through a landmark law that
expanded trade and helped lead to the eco-
nomic boom of the 1960s.

Today, American working men and women
face not a Depression or a Cold War, but a
contest for economic survival. We square off
against formidable foes in the world market-
place. And we cannot create good paying jobs
that provide security for our citizens if we
don’t win in this global contest. I recognize
the hard times we face and the difficulty of
thinking about future jobs when it is so
tough to find a job today. We must not, how-
ever, neglect the future.

NAFTA would create meaningful jobs in
the United States by breaking down tariff
walls in Mexico and opening that market to
our products. This is just the kind of mar-
ket-opening measure that we have sought
from Japan, without success,

My friend Lee Iacocca tells me that the
auto industry alone will see $2 billion in new
sales of cars In the United States in the first
two years of the agreement, cars made by
thousands of UAW workers. Exports are our
future.

My friends in organized labor have sworn
their opposition to this agreement, and I re-
spect their views. Principled and fervent op-
position 1s fine provided it leaves room for
equally principled and ferventsupport Unions
and Democrats have worked arm is arm for
decades.

1 was a soldier in many of those battles. 1
have never seen the unions withdraw support
from pro-labor Democrats because of one sin-
gle vote. Not on the labor law reform bill of
1977, not on PATCO, Davis-Bacon, striker re-
placement, the minimum wage. Ronald Rea-
gan's budget and tax cuts of 1981—all issues
where labor members had a much more dis-
tinct stake in the outcome than NAFTA.

If a Democratic member of Congress votes
for striker replacement legislation, national
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health care, workplace safety—as well as for
NAFTA—is labor going to withhold its sup-
port from this member? I certainly hope not.

When President Clinton argued for NAFTA
before the AFL-CIO convention, {ts members
treated him with respect. When he finished
his pitch for NAFTA, they even applauded
politely. Lane Kirkland had it right when he
told his members that while the president is
pro-NAFTA, by and large his agenda is our
agenda, and we are and will be his most reli-
able troops.

If that agenda is good enough for the pro-
labor, pro-NAFTA president, it should be
good enough for prolabor, pro-NAFTA mem-
bers of Congress, too.

Our party and its allies must unite behind
President Clinton to provide health security
and economic growth to the voters. We have
all walted a long time for an administration
like this one, and we need to work together
on this agenda and work through singular is-
sues on which we disagree.

JUST SAY MAYBE?

(Mr. WOLF asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks and include extraneous matter.)

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, outgoing
Drug Enforcement Administration
Chief Robert C. Bonner has alerted us
to the fact that when it comes to an
antidrug policy, there is a growing
problem in the Clinton administration.

Mr. Bonner has stated:

In terms of leadership at the White House,
this is & nonissue * * * my perception is the
drug problem is not only not a priority issue,
it does not appear to me to be an issue of any
real importance.

Bonner says there is a vacuum and an
absence of leadership from the White
House.

This is particularly unfortunate
given recent reports that drug use is on
the increase once again after years of a
downturn. Last week’'s Newsweek re-
ported on *“High Times Revisited''—a
revival of the 1960's and 1970's drug cul-
ture including increased use of mari-
juana and heroin and hospital emer-
gency room episodes up sharply for
many drugs. Groups that advocate le-
galizing marijuana have increased
their visibility and are using the media
and even clothing lines to promote
their message. Heroin use has in-
creased with the development of a
purer easier to take heroin that is
snorted or smoked. Popular rockers ap-
parently are trying to resurrect the
reefer madness culture of the 1960's and
1970’s.

Where is the Clinton administration?
Cutting the White House staff on the
back of the drug policy office for one
thing. The cuts to meet the promised
25-percent reduction in staff, although
not actually met, were still focused in
large part on the Office of National
Drug Control Policy which was cut
from 146 employees to only 25. These
cuts included mostly career Federal
employees, many who had left other
jobs to join in a serious effort to battle
the drug problem in this country.
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As DEA Chief Bonner noted the Clin-
ton administration has made this a low
priority item. Abdicating leadership on
this front will have serious con-
sequences—consequences that will be
borne by our children and consequences
that will affect our health care system
and public support system.

Is this the message that we want our
young people to get from those in a
leadership position? If this administra-
tion wants to send a better message
they must reconsider their actions that
could lead to many children revisiting
the counterculture of the 1960's and
1970's. Newsweek writes that the Fed-
eral Government has softened its anti-
drug campaigns. “As silly as they
sometimes seemed, they worked,” says
Newsweek. This is one area where re-
treat can be fatal. If we turn tail on
this front our children will be left on
the front lines with no cover.

[From Newsweek, Nov. 1, 1993]
JUST SAY MAYBE
(By John Leland)

B-Real had a question for his audience. As
the stage lights went down at Memorial Hall
in Kansas City, Kans., he stepped in front of
a curtain bearing a giant marijuana leaf and
asked, ““What do you want?'' It was a rhetor-
ical guestion; B-Real and his musical group,
the multimillion-selling Cypress Hill, have
but a small handful of tricks in their bag,
and the audience was already declaring its
intentions. “I wanna get hiligh,"" they
chanted, united beneath a cloud of grayish-
brown smoke, *‘So hiilgh.” Rita Marley first
sang these words 11 years ago after her hus-
band, the Jamalcan reggae star Bob Marley,
dled of brain cancer—words of defiance in the
face of death. But here in Kansas City, where
better than 3,000 mostly white, mostly subur-
ban teenagers had gathered last Wednesday
night, the words were a benign generational
rallying cry. In response, B-Real wheeled out
a giant brown hand holding a joint the size
of a baseball bat, The crowd roared. On the
floor of the hall, Keven Divine, 14, from sub-
urban Olathe, Kans., sized things up. “It's a
good beat,” he sald, in the approving lan-
guage teens have used since the days of
“American Bandstand.” “And it promotes
the use of marijuana.”

Here's a flashback: after a decade of being
demonized and driven underground, the drug
culture is suddenly back on display, buoyed
by entertainers like Cypress Hill. A Univer-
sity of Michigan survey of college students
and young adults found that in 1992, the
most recent year studled, a 12-year decline in
drug use came abruptly to a halt. Marijuana
use increased very slightly, and LSD use rose
for the third consecutive year. Marijuana
selzures are up natlonwide, and hospital
emergency-room episodes have risen sharply
for many drugs. Groups that advocate legal-
izing pot have seen their memberships sky-
rocket. *“‘We have a hard time keeping up
with demand,” says Richard Cowan, 53, the
national director of NORML, the National
Organization for the Reform of Marijuana
Laws. Heroin also appears to be making a
comeback.

Sea change: It i{s too soon to say what all
these numbers mean; many of the upticks
are small, and may be just statistical acci-
dents. Casual drug use is still way down from
the late '70s, when more than half the high-
school seniors tested said they'd smoked pot
in the last year. ““Whether this is a pause or
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the beginning of a turnaround, we cannot
say,'" says Lloyd Johnston, coauthor of the
Michigan studles. Adrienne Jordan, 17, high-
school senior in Ferndale, Wash., is not so
reserved about what she sees. A former
heavy pot smoker, she has noticed a sharp
rise in drug use among her friends and class-
mates. “Especlally this year, there is a lot
more pot,” she says. '‘It's very noticeable."

What is clear, and arresting, is the rise of
a popular culture that actively glorifies drug
use. There is a sea change in attitudes, if not
in actual use: an emerging population that
openly espouses that drugs—at least some
drugs—are no big deal. In Boston's Mission
Hill district, a teen in a White Sox wind-
breaker and Duke baseball hat, smoking a
cigar filled with marljuana, sums up a grow-
ing attitude: “I don't consider it a drug. It's
a plant. Coke, I don’t do that sh-t. That's a
drug.” Studles of junior-high and high-school
students show that the percentage who be-
lieve that use of marijuana Is very harmful
has dropped, in some cases as much as 10 per-
cent over a two-year period. When Jon
Bonne, 21, arrived at Columbia University In
New York three years ago, marijuana use on
campus was nearly Invisible, and uncool.
“The image of the pot smoker was very
much a hippie thing,”" he says. "'Now It's
completely different. There's a whole mode
of dress, music and style that didn't exist
three years ago.”

Devil’'s horns: Music, television, movies
and fashion are all embracing this change.
For most of the 1980s, drugs either vanished
from popular entertainments or appeared in
the role of the villain: the murderous cocaine
warriors of ‘‘Miami Vice' or “Scarface,"” the
craven psychopaths of ‘“RoboCop.’” Even ar-
chetypal stoner characters—Bill and Ted,
Wayne and Garth—never touched the stuff;
it was taboo. No more. In the last year, drug
use has gone prime time, and without the
cautionary alarm bells or Devil's horns. On a
recent episode of “'‘Roseanne,” one of the top-
rated sitcoms in the country, the principal
characters found a stash of marijuana and lit
up, spending half the show laughing them-
selves silly. Recent skits on “Saturday Night
Live' and the Comedy Central program '‘The
Kids in the Hall" present Iinnocuous pot
humor. MTV's top-rated Beavis and Butt-
head sniff paint thinner.

Pot has made a benign re-entry in the
movies as well. In the film *“True Romance,"
Brad Pitt plays a stoner who knows his navel
more intimately with each passing scene.
And Richard Linklater's “Dazed and Con-
fused,” about a bunch of high-school stu-
dents on the last day of class in 1976, cele-
brates pot smoking from beginning to end.
Asked why the studio agreed to finance such
a supportive depiction of drug use, Linklater
says, ‘I think they've been spurred on by the
supposed media resurgence of marijuana.”
Gramercy Pictures certainly used the pot
connection as a selling point. The press kits
for the movie included custom rolling papers
and marijuana-leaf earrings, and the ad cam-
paign ran, “*See it with a bud.” A second slo-
gan, “Finally! A movie for everyone who did
inhale,”" was nixed by the Motion Picture As-
soclation of America.

But it Is rock musicians who have most
heartily taken up the pot banner, Musicians
have long played an intimate role in our na-
tional attitudes toward lllicit drugs. In the
1960s and '70s, rockers were the voice of the
burgeoning drug culture. During the '80s,
strung out or in 12-step programs, musicians
like Aerosmith, Keith Richards, Ozzy
Osbourne and Motley Criie helped fuel the
backlash against their past vices. Now a new
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generation of musicians is turning that
around. Foremost {f Cypress Hill, the multi-
racial rap group from South Gate, a Los An-
geles suburb. Peppered with anthems bearing
titles like “Hits From the Bong' and '‘Le-
galize It,” the group's most recent album,
“Black Sunday,”” entered the Billboard
charts at No. 1 this summer, and has re-
mained in the top 15 ever since. The group is
relentless in its support of cannabis, or
hemp. ““We wanted to do something bold and
take a stance on pot and the liberations of
smokers,’”” says rapper Sen Dog (Senen
Reyes), 27. Cypress Hills even has its own
line of clothes and drug paraphernalia; sales
this year have reached $6 million. ‘“They just
let it all hang out and they tell it like it is,”
says Scott Altman, 17, a Cypress Hill fan
from suburban St. Louis. A varsity ice-hock-
ey player, Altman likes the music but skips
the drugs. **It may promote marijuana but it
brings everyone closer together to have a
good time." A suburban 15-year-old at the
group's Kansas City show had a different per-
spective. “When you're pulling hits from the
bong,”" he sald, “it's good to listen to ‘Hits
From the Bong'."

Other pop groups have jumped on the band-
wagon. The platinum-selling Atlanta rock
band the Black Crowes performed on their
last tour before a giant marijuana leaf, and
sold their own rolling papers in the lobby.
The rapper Dr. Dre has sold more than 2 mil-
lion copies of this album “The Chronic,”
named after a particularly potent strain of
marijuana. Members of the Seattle bands
Nirvana and Soundgarden, the multi-mil-
lion-selling Spin Doctors and Faith No More
have all come out publicly for legalization;
Guns N' Roses and Metallica had NORML ta-
bles at their last tour. Other acts are using
pot lconography in their marketing. The
hard-rock band Sacred Reich, signed to a
music subsidiary of Disney, sent out bongs
with promotional copies of its last album.
Rick Krim, vice president of music and tal-
ent at MTV, says he gets a video a week that
refers to marijuana. The network asks acts
to edit the references before the videos can
air. “If there were ever anything with an
anti-drug message, that might be a different
story,’” says Krim. “But this stuff pretty
much glorifies it.”’

Fashion statement: Along with the music
has come a boom in pot fashion. At the high
end, about two dozen manufacturers are of-
fering clothing made from hemp, the same
plant that produces marijuana. Because it is
illegal to grow hemp in the United States,
all of the fabric is imported. But it is at the
low, popular end that pot fashion makes its
strongest statement. After a decadelong ab-
sence from American fconography, the mari-
juana leaf is popping up on clothing, jewelry,
even tattoos. Pot fashion, not long ago the
province of losers or outcasts, has suddenly
become hip, blossoming Into an estimated
$10 million to $15 million business. “‘I see
guys wearing white baseball hats with a
bright-green pot leaf, girls in tie-dyed T
shirts with pot-leaf motifs, and necklaces
and earrings with pot leaves,’’ says Dave, 23,
a supermarket clerk in Evanston, Ill. “*You
never saw that two years ago. And if you did,
you looked away, as if it was a secret. Now
it's not a secret. It's out In the open."”

Lee Brown, the new drug czar, is outraged
by this fashion statement. Brown, former top
cop of New York, last week unveiled the
Clinton administration’s drug policy, a
sketchy program that points toward greater
emphasis on treatment; he has yet to say
where the money will come from. “It angers
me when I see” the drug wear, he says. "“It's
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a mistake for parents to allow their children
to get caught in that culture.”

Ironically, though, part of the easing of at-
titudes toward drugs has come from govern-
ment circles. Bill Clinton's clalm that he
didn't inhale became the best joke of the
campaign; suddenly, a presidential can-
didate's history of illegal drug use was some-
thing to snicker about, not grounds to dis-
qualify him from the Oval Office. One popu-
lar T shirt reads “‘Inhale to the Chief." Sur-
geon General Joycelyn Elders has advocated
making marijuana available for medicinal
purposes. And the federal government has
softened Its anti-drug propaganda cam-
paigns. As silly as they sometimes seemed,
they worked. “When Clinton got elected, I
knew weed was going to come back,” says
Eric Bonerz, 28, the manager of a trendy
downtown New York clothing boutique that
sells pot-leaf hats by the dozen—many of
them, he avers, to people who don't smoke.
“Now you can smoke it, wear it, whatever
. . . It's less {llegal now."”

At the same time, the drug itself is under-
going an image makeover, In step with the
health and environmental consciousness of
the '90s. Smokers argue, echoing an old line,
that it is natural, nonaddictive and not asso-
clated with violence or domestic abuse. For
generations who have seen firsthand the rav-
ages of both crack and alcohol, this combina-
tion can be very appealing. One slang term
for desirable marijuana is *“kind bud.”
“Frank,” 33, who runs a Los Angeles land-
scaping company, is a typical thirty-some-
thing user. After smoking In school, he gave
it up for most of his 20s, as he and his friends
got Into drinking, cocaine and other drugs.
Now, he's back. “Drinking gets me blotto.
With pot my mind still functions.'” He finds
marijuana a healthier alternative to his past
habits. “*On coke, I would take all kinds of
risks: go places that were dangerous and do
things I shouldn’t.” Pot, he says, is ‘“‘prob-
ably less dangerous.”

Pot activists go this claim one better. The
bible of the legalization movement, ‘““The
Emperor Wears No Clothes,” by Jack Herer,
argues that untfl it was declared {llegal in
1937, the hemp plant provided fuel oil, fabric
and paper in a more efficient and eco-
logically sound way than our currently
available resources. Since being published in
1985, according to Herer, 54, his book has sold
193,000 copies. Its acolytes— smokers and
nonsmokers alike—are gushing in their
idealism, "“This means more than going to a
party, smoking a joint and having a good
time."” says John Birrenbach, president of
the Institute for Hemp, a St. Paul-based ad-
vocacy group that sells cannabis products
via a mall-order catalog. “It means saving
the planet.”

But it is wrong to think of pot as risk-free.
Although much is still unknown about the
drug’'s effects, and even more muddied by
decades of “Reefer Madness' hysteria, there
are a few undisputed health risks associated
with the drug. Carcinogenic tars and
benzopyrenes are at much higher levels in
marijuana than in tobacco, and chronic use
impairs short-term memory. Smoking also
suppresses the immune system. (Many other
fears, such as physical addiction, genetic
damage or reduced fertility, are either un-
supported or rarely borne out, says Christine
Hartel of the National Institute on Drug
Abuse.) Some of the risks, however, may be
higher today than at the height of the drug
culture. Back in the 'T0s and '80s, average
marijuana was about 1.5 to 2 percent THC,
the main psychoactive ingredient; now It's
twice as high and can even reach 30 percent
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THC, according to NIDA. The Center on Ad-
diction and Substance Abuse at Columbia
University estimates that substance abuse
and addiction claim nearly 500,000 lives a
year, and drain $250 billion from the health-
care system. Though most of this is from al-
cohol and cigarettes, a new boom in the drug
culture means more than just a nostalgic
smell in the alr.

Hemp culture: Lofty Bullock, a 22-year-old
British deejay and entrepreneur, already
thinks the trend may be turning. Bullock
runs Headflows, a natty enclave of hemp cul-
ture on Washington, D.C.'s, bohemian *“New"
U Street. Earlier this year, he says, he was
selling hundreds of T shirts a week. Now, in
a slower market, he has sold most of his
stock to British retailers. ‘I reached a peak
about six months ago.'’ he says. There is still
some interest, he finds. “But being a hip, un-
derground thing—that's over.

Whether this means the drug culture is ex-
panding to mall dimensions or beginning its
last inhale remains to be seen. At the Cy-
press Hill show in Kansas City, Blake Overt,
15, offered one hint, Blake does not smoke
marijuana, but likes the music anyway. “It's
words everybody can relate to,” he says.
‘“Except my mom."” Drug trends may or may
not be cyclical. But kids embracing music
and fashions to bug their parents—well,
that's eternal.

[From the Washington Post, Oct. 31, 1993]
DEPARTING DEA CHIEF HAS HARSH WORDS
FOR CLINTON ANTI-DRUG POLICY
(By Michael Isikoff)

Outgoing Drug Enforcement Administra-
tion chief Robert C. Bonner has accused the
Clinton administration of permitting the
country to “backslide’” in the war agalnst
drug abuse by treating the problem as a
“‘non-issue.’’

Amid signs that the use of heroin has
reached record levels, Bonner said there has
been a '‘vacuum™ and ‘‘an absence of leader-
ship” from the White House that has per-
mitted Congress to “*willy-nilly chop up” the
budgets of federal agencles seeking to attack
the drug problem.

“In terms of leadership at the White
House, this is a non-issue,” said Bonner,
whose resignation takes effect today. “My
perception 1s the drug problem Is not only
not a priority issue [at the White House], it
does not appear to me to be an issue of any
real importance."

Bonner also dismissed the administration’s
new anti-drug ‘‘strategy’ as a largely rhe-
torical and misguided document that is
“goling to fall.” By placing primary emphasis
on the treatment of hard-core drug abusers,
White House drug control policy director Lee
P. Brown is ignoring that ‘“‘there really isn't
an effective treatment for cocaine and crack
addiction."

‘“‘Drug treatment, particularly in this
town, is the real feel good [method] for how
you deal with the drug problem. It doesn't
deal with any enforcement of the laws. It
makes everybody feel all warm and fuzzy.
. . . I think treatment is belng oversold."

Bonner's comments were made during a
two-hour interview last week In which he
harshly criticized administration policies on
a number of fronts. A former federal judge
and U.S. attorney in Los Angeles who was
appointed three years ago by President
George Bush, Bonner said he is leaving of his
own accord, although he acknowledged he
had not been encouraged to stay on indefl-
nitely. The office has no fixed term. Stephen
H. Greene, the deputy administrator, will be-
come acting administrator.
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“‘Perhaps I may be something of a voice In
the wilderness here, but I still belleve the
drug problem in all its various dimensions is
the greatest single threat facing America,"”
Bonner said. After several years of a ‘‘strong
clear signal" of social disapproval of drugs,
“I'm very concerned that clear signal is be-
coming much more ambiguous and
muted and we're beginning to backslide.”

Asked about Bonner's comments, Brown
said: I don't think there's any room for us
to be engaged in rhetoric about who's tough-
er on drugs.”

Brown sald that, contrary to Bonner's as-
sertions, President Clinton was ‘‘very, very
concerned about this issue" and had dem-
onstrated that by designating the drug pol-
icy director a member of the Cabinet. He
also emphasized that while the administra-
tion's approach will place more emphasis on
treatment of addicts, ‘*we're not contemplat-
ing reductions for the law enforcement agen-
cles.”

Bonner said the most serious new drug
threat has been a ‘‘dramatic’’ resurgence of
heroin abuse, with many new users snorting
or smoking the drug. After years of world-
wide bumper crops of opium poppies in the
late 1980s, ‘I would say from all the data I've
examined there is more heroin available in
the United States today than perhaps at any
time in the nation’'s history.”

While acknowledging ‘‘there is no hard
data,”” Bonner sald he also believes the total
number of users of heroin has expanded “well
beyond” traditional estimates of 500,000 to
perhaps 1 million.

Other federal officers and drug experts in
recent months have said there is no accurate
way to measure the number of heroin addicts
and fears of a heroln ‘“‘comeback’ have been
expressed by DEA officials for some time.
But Bonner and other agency officials last
week cited a number of statistics to back up
their claims, including a record number of
heroin emergency admissions to hospitals,
reports of heroin being distributed at crack
houses in major U.S. cities, and substantial
increases In street-level purity of the drug.

At least part of the problem, Bonner salid,
is the lack of a vigorous international attack
in the ‘“‘source’ countries. While the largest
supplier of raw opium to the United States is
Burma (Myanmar), that country’s govern-
ment ‘“‘is not hearing any message from the
U.S. government' on drugs because of what
he contended was the State Department’s
preoccupation with human rights abuses.

Bonner's resignation comes shortly after
he and his agency won a crucial bureaucratic
victory, staving off a proposal by Vice Presi-
dent Gore to fold the DEA into the FBI. In-
stead, Attorney General Janet Reno gave
FBI Director Louis J. Freeh new powers to
resolve operational disputes among all Jus-
tice Department agencies, including the
DEA.

But Bonner said the new setup created
many potential problems. Within hours of
Reno making her announcement last month,
DEA agents and FBI agents in one city
began squabbling over who should prepare an
affidavit—with bureau officials threatening
to *‘take it up to the Freeh committee,”
Bonner sald.

Designating the FBI director to adjudicate
disputes between the FBI and DEA 1is like
“trying to resolve disputes between IBM and
Apple’ by giving the job ‘‘to the chairman of
IBM," he said.

TRANSFER OF SPECIAL ORDER

Ms. BYRNE. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the 60-minute
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special order for the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. BONIOR] on November 3,
1993, be allocated to the gentlewoman
from Ohio [Ms. KAPTUR].

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from Virginia?

There was no objection.

CONGRESSIONAL REFORM

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr. BILIRAKIS] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. BILIRAKIS. Madam Speaker,
when deficit spending is running at
continually excessive levels, when seri-
ous matters of public policy descend
into partisan bickering and when dete-
riorating conditions do not seem to be
addressed until there is a full blown
crisis, I believe that much public con-
fidence in the institution of Congress is
lost.

We have been told that November
will be a month of reform. For the sake
of the American public, I hope this
promise is fulfilled. It is clear that the
American people are dismayed at the
workings of Congress. They want a na-
tional legislature that acts responsibly
and in the open.

This is—sadly—not the case today.
The rules of the House have been used
to squelch debate and the committee
structure has served not as an intel-
ligent filter of legislation—but more
like a clogged drain. I believe we must
question the very institutional struc-
ture of Congress.

Why do we need restrictive rules to
shut off debate on points of order? Why
do we need to insulate legislative pro-
visions from legitimate challenge? Why
cannot any legislation be questioned?
Do we really live in such fear of the
standing rules of this body that we
must avoid their every implementa-
tion?

Why must the Rules Committee act
as an insurmountable gatekeeper to en-
forcement of the rules?

Why, Madam Speaker, do we even
bother to have rules or debate when we
simply waive them at the slightest in-
convenience? Why do we bother each
January to solemnly vote in favor of
standing rules if they are not worth the
paper they are written on?

I believe my colleagues should seri-
ously consider how much further this
House will suffer collectively when we
operate under restrictive procedures
and when we seek to ignore the very
standards we set for ourselves. If we
will not obey the rules we set, who will
respect the laws we pass?

We all know the number of closed
and modified closed rules that we ap-
prove. One can in deed argue that some
limits to debate and amendments are
necessary to allow this body to func-
tion. The Rules Committee certainly
has a necessary purpose. But it is no
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mistake that the Rules Committee is
stacked in favor of the majority party.
It is no secret that there are nine ma-
jority members and four minority
members.

Thus, our very essence as a represen-
tational body—and I would emphasize
representational—is called into ques-
tion. It is the height of irony that the
opportunity for debate and amendment
is channeled through the most unrepre-
sentative committee in Congress.

I suppose this is a prerogative of
power, but make no mistake, it is the
plain, bold, unadulterated exercise of
power that is used when restrictive
rules are applied.

I share the frustrations of many of
my colleagues, those on both sides of
the aisle, who have been unable to ad-
vance their legislative initiatives.
Therefore, I am supporting four bills
aimed at changing House procedures to
encourage more cooperation among
Members.

These bills will require more equal
representation on the Rules Commit-
tee. The legislation also makes it more
difficult to waive the rules of the
House.

Currently, it only takes a simple ma-
jority to pass a rule that restricts the
ability of Members to offer germane
amendments on the House floor, waive
points of order and other rules of the
House such as the 1974 Budget Act. If
we are going to restrict the ability of
Members to debate and amend legisla-
tion, then I believe three-fifths of the
House of Representatives should vote
to do so. The legislation I am support-
ing will impose this *‘super majority"
requirement.

However beneficial this legislation,
we must also recognize that the power
to control the legislative process also
lies within the conference committees.
These bodies may act to accept, reject,
or modify provisions which the Mem-
bers of this body have already ap-
proved. This is obviously necessary
under our bicameral procedures.

However, the sole check on this
power lies within our ability to enforce
the rules of the House when a con-
ference report is presented on the floor
for consideration. Thus, we must sup-
port initiatives such as House Resolu-
tion 237 which would open all commit-
tee meetings to the public as well as
insist on open consideration of con-
ference reports and enforcement of in-
structions to the conferees. This is ab-
solutely essential to prevent backroom
deals and dead-of-the-night legislating.

Conversely, if we shut the doors to
the conference and then shut the doors
to challenging its work product, what
option do any of us have? If we are
standing outside the door when the
deal is cut, then we would forever be
left in the cold.

The Florida sunshine law requires
that meetings of the Florida Legisla-
ture and other elected bodies be held in
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open forums. Floridians have not suf-
fered because their legislators do not
meet behind closed doors. There is no
reason to think that the American pub-
lic would be negatively impacted by
open meetings in Congress.

I perhaps have a more democratic vi-
sion of this institution. I see it as a
place where competing interests can be
debated, judged, and fairly voted on. I
view our institution as an example to
the rest of the world in the free exer-
cise of debate and resolution.

All this is stood on its head when we
ignore our own rules and legislate in
secrecy. If we fail to act or adopt some
of the reforms I've mentioned we might
as well tear up the civies textbooks
that we use in our schools and replace
them with copies of ‘'The Prince.”

Under our present operations, it is
abundantly clear that rules don’t mat-
ter. Only expedited procedures de-
signed to cut off all points of order.
This is just another way of saying,
“The end justifies the means."

Instead, I would ask precisely why we
must waive our own procedures and
shirk from the very rules we enact?
Why this is standard procedure? Why
do we do this time and time again? It
is obviously not just for the heck of it.
The American people should ask—
whose interests are being served by
this method of operation? I suggest
that the interests of the American peo-
ple, those basically disenfranchised by

our institutional conduct, are not
being served.

0O 1940

NAFTA

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
MALONEY). Under a previous order of
the House, the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. TORRES] is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. TORRES. Madam Speaker, last week |
announced my support for the North American
Free-Trade Agreement. It was not an easy de-
cision for me. But | am convinced that with the
addition of the North American Development
Bank announced by Secretary of the Treasury
Lioyd Bentsen, and the establishment of a
new dislocated worker adjustment program to
address NAFTA related job loss, | have made
the right decision for my constituents and the
Nation.

NAFTA has spurred fears across America.
People fear that if the agreement is passed
American companies will close and workers
will be left jobless. For these reasons | believe
it was necessary to address the legitimate
fears that some communities and workers may
be adversely affected.

To address these issues, | introduced on
July 14, 1993, a resolution calling for the cre-
ation of a North American Development Bank,
House Concurrent Resolution 121. Twenty-
four of my colleagues joined me as original
cosponsors. The bank is designed to provide
a secure, dedicated source of funding for
NAFTA-related environmental and develop-
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ment projects, not only in the border areas,

but throughout North America.

The resolution was supported by a coalition
of labor, environmental, and community
groups, including the border ecology project,
the Natural Resources Defense Council, the
National Wildlife Federation, the Texas Center
for Policy Studies, the Southwest Voter Re-
search Institute, the National Council of La
Raza, the Mexican-American Legal Defense
and Education Fund and numerous other local
elected and community leaders.

The North American Development Bank that
was unveiled on October 27 by Secretary
Bentsen incorporates most of the provisions
called for by my resolution. It boldly addresses
the fears caused by NAFTA in the most effi-
cient and cost-effective manner. Through its
leveraging capacity, the NADBank will eventu-
ally provide more than $20 billion to clean up
and prevent environmental pollution along the
United States-Mexico border, while ensuring
that communities that are negatively affected
by NAFTA have the financial capacity to cre-
ate new and better jobs. Workers from Peoria
to Los Angeles will be assured that more than
$1 billion will be available for economic devel-
opment and job creation.

For those who may lose jobs because of
NAFTA, the new Dislocated Worker Adjust-
ment Program established by the Department
of Labor will provide the training and support
necessary to ease their transition into new
jobs. It provides for rapid identification and
certification of affected workers, meaningful
job training opportunities, and generous in-
come support. And for the first time, dislocated
workers in secondary and cyclical industries
will be eligible for job training and income sup-
port.
| have never been against increased trade
with Mexico. But | could not support a trade
agreement that did not benefit America and its
workers. The NADBank and the Dislocated
Worker Adjustment Program address many of
my concerns about NAFTA and give me hope
that the agreement will result in true economic
integration and sustained continental develop-
ment.

When | introduced House Concurrent Reso-
lution 121 last July, many of my colleagues
still questioned the administration’s commit-
ment to addressing the concerns of American
workers. With the inclusion of these critical
protections, that commitment can no longer be
questioned.

| ask to insert into the RECORD letters of
support for the NADBank.

SVRI ENDORSES NAFTA, CALLS UPON ALL
LATINO MEMBERS OF CONGRESS TO FOLLOW
suIT
“‘We have won the battle to include the

recommendations of the Latino Consensus {n

the President's NAFTA package. We now feel

that NAFTA needs to be supported,” de-
clared Andrew Hernandez, President of

Southwest Voter Research Institute [SVRI]

at a Washington, D.C. press conference held

to endorse the proposed North American

Free Trade Agreement along with the Mexi-

can American Legal Defense and Edu-

cational Fund [MALDEF] and the Natlonal

Council of La Raza [NCLR]. The three major

national Latino organizations are conveners

of the Latino Consensus on NAFTA, an alli-
ance of one hundred Latino community orga-
nizations and prominent elected officials.
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“By including the North American Devel-
opment Bank and a NAFTA-specific worker
retraining program in his NAFTA package,
the President has taken a giant step towards
winning approval for NAFTA,”" added Mr.
Hernandez. “‘Those of us who formed the
Latino Consensus as a mechanism to im-
prove the proposed NAFTA by including the
interests of Latinos, workers, the border re-
gion and the environment, are satisfied that
NAFTA now represents those interests. Bil-
lions of dollars and tens of thousands of jobs
will flow into the Latino community If
NAFTA passes, because of the inclusion of
NADBank. We are now ready to fight for
NAFTA's passage,” he continued.

“We salute Congressman Torres and his
colleagues for having the vision to join with
the Latino Consensus and fight for our unit-
ed agenda. This s a historic day! Now it is
time to roll up our sleeves and fight to as-
sure NAFTA's passage. We call on all Latino
Members of Congress and Members of Con-
gress with significant Latino constituencles
to endorse NAFTA immediately,” added An-
tonlo Gonzalez, Latin America Project Di-
rector for SVRI.

SVRI will conduct a grassroots educational
campalgn directed to Latino leadership in
key Congressional districts where Latinos
are a significant portion of the population.
SVRI's most recent study shows that
Latinos in California are Inclined to support
NAFTA, but a large percentage is still unde-
clded. “We now have an obligation to go
back to the thousands of Latino leaders who
were part of the process of hammering-out
the conditions and report to them that they
have been met," concluded Gonzalez.

NCLR ENDORSES NAFTA—CITES KEY CLIN-
TON ADMINISTRATION COMMITMENTS ON DE-
VELOPMENT BANK AND WORKER RETRAINING
WASHINGTON, DC.—The National Council of

la Raza [NCLR], the nation's largest con-

stituency-based Hispanic organization, today
announced its formal endorsement of the

North American Free Trade Agreement

[NAFTA]. NCLR President Raul Yzaguirre

said, “We have always taken the position

that our support for NAFTA was conditional.

I am pleased to announce today that our key

conditions have been met. On behalf of the

National Council of La Raza, I can now en-

thusiastically endorse the North American

Free Trade Agreement."

Yzagulrre cited two Administration com-
mitments that led to NCLR's formal en-
dorsement:

Establishment of a North American Devel-
opment bank [NADBank], based on legisla-
tion introduced by Rep. Esteban Torres (D-
CA), which will provide financing for border
infrastructure development and a ‘‘domestic
window' to support economic development
in communities anywhere in the U.S. af-
fected by the NAFTA adjustment process;
and

A new dislocated worker re-training pro-
gram that broadens eligibility to cover
workers in seasonal or cyclical industries an

so-called ‘“‘secondary" workers, e.g., tire
manufacturers who work “‘upstream’ from
auto plants.

“Our selection of the NADBank and work-
er re-training issues as our principal condi-
tions was no accldent," Yzaguirre explained.
“'The soclal sclence research, consultations
with experts, discussions with the Latino
leadership, and the views of our own grass-
roots organizations all highlighted the need
for improved border infrastructure and more
effective job re-training programs. Not coin-
cidentally, polling data show that two-thirds
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of Hispanics support NAFTA with these con-

ditions.

‘‘The research shows that, for both Ameri-
cans in general and Latinos in particular,
NAFTA is a net plus, but we also know that,
as with any major economic policy change,
the agreement will result in both winners
and losers,” Yzaguirre continued. “We have
now been assured that all workers displaced
by NAFTA will have the opportunity to par-
ticipate In effective job re-training pro-
grams, and that communities adversely af-
fected by NAFTA will be eligible for special
economic development financing."

Yzaguirre also emphasized the broader im-
portance of NAFTA for the Latino commu-
nity. “NAFTA holds the potential for turn-
ing our community's liabilities Into assets.
For example, after NAFTA, for perhaps the
first time In my lifetime, being bilingual in
Spanish and English will be an advantage,
rather than a disadvantage, in the labor
market and in the corporate boardroom.

““Negative perceptions of our countries of
origin, created in part by our nation’s 200-
year practice of treating Latin American
countries as inferiors, adversely affect the
U.8. Hispanic community. With NAFTA, the
U.S. and Mexico have come to the table as
equals; this newfound respect has got to help
improve the image and prestige of Hispanic
Americans.”

Yzaguirre was upbeat regarding NAFTA’s
prospects for enactment. ‘It is increasingly
clear that the Administration is now within
striking range of the votes needed for House
passage. The opposition seems to have
peaked. Substantively, NAFTA {5 now a
stronger agreement that should attract
many undecided votes. The Administration
has gotten its own act together. Although it
will be a tough fight, it looks as if the pro-
NAFTA forces have turned the corner,”

Yzagulirre outlined his organization's im-
mediate plans regarding NAFTA. In coopera-
tion with the Southwest voter Research in-
stitute, other Hispanic organizations, and
Latino elected officlals, NCLR will launch a
major grassroots effort In support of
NAFTA, “Now that we have a good product,
we intend to help ‘sell’ the agreement. We
may be able to help put NAFTA over the top;
at a minimum, we know we can make a dif-
ference in crucial Congressional districts.

““We also intend to shape the tone of the
debate,” Yzaguirre warned. ‘‘Too much of
the NAFTA debate has moved off the merits
and into the area of asides and smirks,
stersotypes, and caricatures. Not once has
there been a question about Canada's culture
and heritage; only with Mexico have we wit-
nessed race-baiting as a political weapon.
One issue that unites all Latinos is our re-
fusal to stand by while ethnic prejudice and
cultural stereotypes are injected into the
NAFTA debate; this is unconscionable and
we won't stand for 1t."

STATEMENT BY COUNCILMEMBER MIKE HER-
NANDEZ IN SUPPORT OF THE NORTH AMER-
ICAN DEVELOPMENT BANK
As member of the Los Angeles City Coun-

cil, I strongly offer my support to the North

American Development Bank and would re-

spectfully urge our Federal Legislators to

endorse its passage.

Through NADBank, we will be able to cre-
ate a balance that would ensure the mitiga-
tion of the existing deficlencies in our bor-
ders' infrastructure that resulted from a phe-
nomenal increase In trade over the past
seven years. This phenomenon has yet to be
addressed In any substantive manner.
NADBank will have a direct effect within
impacted communities.
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It is important that while we are thinking
globally that we not lose sight of the need to
act locally, NADBank will not only bridge
the gap of international cooperation, but
will also send a clear message that the work
force of this nation will not be overlooked.

By addressing the needs of the commu-
nities across this nation that undoubtedly
feel the strain of existing trade, NADBank
can help fulfill our governments’ responsibil-
ities to local neighborhoods of job retraining
and environmental security that do not
exist.

There does, however, exlist an opportunity
for this nation to not only improve the qual-
ity of life for its residents but also to im-
prove the quality of life of our neighbors in
Canada and in Mexico.

NADBank can provide the most cost effec-
tive manner in which to mitigate the ongo-
ing effects of trade across our borders and
ensure that Mexico and Canada will partici-
pate in that decision making process in a
balanced setting.

Clearly, any effort that will bring down
barriers of trade as well as the barriers of
misunderstanding will benefit all three na-
tions. We trust that this agreement will do
just that.

CITY OF PICO RIVERA,
Pico Rivera, CA, October 26, 1993.
RON JAUREGUI,
Southwest Voter Registration Institute,
Montebello, CA.

DEAR MR. JAUREGUI: I want to be placed on
record as being in support of the North
American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) in
its current form. Recently, I met with Con-
gressman Esteban Torres, who is a lead voice
in support of the Agreement, and I share the
Congressman's feelings in support of this
project. I have a strong belief that America
should not lose an opportunity to strengthen
its economic muscle by joining forces with
Canada and Mexico. If we do not form this
alliance, I feel that competitive forelgn eco-
nomic interests will move into this vacuum.

Most importantly, I see the Agreement as
an imperfect Agreement, but a vital one,
nevertheless, which will improve economic
conditions for most of us.

I support the Clinton Administration's ef-
forts on behalf of NAFTA and I want to be
placed on record as also supporting the
Agreement.

Sincerely,
ALBERTO NATIVIDAD,
Mayor,
STATEMENT IN SUPPORT OF NAFTA, NATIONAL
LATINO CONSENSUS PRESS CONFERENCE, OC-
TOBER 27, 1993

As Vice Mayor of San Jose, California's
third largest city, I would like to voice my
support of the North American Free Trade
Agreement. I am optimistic about the re-
sults that NAFTA will have on the populous
and diverse state of California; especially
with the adoption of Congressional Resolu-
tion 121 which helps finance environmental
improvement and retraining of displaced
workers. NAFTA will have a positive effect
on the California economy and create more
jobs in the long run through the expansion of
markets for U.S. goods by slashing the now
unequal trade barriers. Also, the creation of
better working conditions for Mexican work-
ers will prevent the mass migration of Mexi-
cans into the U.S. which has contributed to
past job losses In California. We must help
all our economies prosper by creating an
equal and fair trade relationship with our
neighbors. Finally, NAFTA wlll serve to
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strengthen the ties between Mexico and our
country which is long overdue considering
the history of negative misperceptions and
mistrust between the two countries. Again,
please support NAFTA and help to make fair
and positive relationships with our neighbors
a reality. Thank you.
To: Southwest Voter Research Institute.
From: Maria Nieto Senour, Member, San
Diego Community College District Board
of Trustees.
Re Latino Consensus on NAFTA.

Since the Administration has Included the
Latino consensus recommendations I am
pleased to be able to endorse NAFTA at this
time. I regret being unable to attend the
press conference to be held in Washington,
D.C. on Wednesday, October 27, 1993. 1 will be
there in spirit.

ARIZONA HISPANIC COMMUNITY FORUM NAFTA
ENDORSEMENT STATEMENT

The Arizona Hispanic Community Forum
congratulates President Clinton for his ac-
ceptance of some of the key Latino Consen-
sus recommendations which many of our or-
ganizations throughout the nation developed
because of our collective concerns about the
impact the NAFTA would have on citizens
and our communities. We also applaud the
Southwest Voter Research Institute, Na-
tional Councll of La Raza and the Mexican
American Legal Defense and Education Fund
for initiating and supporting this effort on
behalf of the Latino populations.

A major step forward has been taken by
the President in embracing our position on
the NAFTA. A message has clearly been sent
to our Latino communities from around the
nation that President Clinton does acknowl-
edge our presence at the political level and
that he respects our desire and right to be
full participatory citizens of the United
States of America, Although the Arizona
Hispanic Community Forum could not be
present at this historic event, the Forum
proudly joins SWVRI, NCLR, MALDEF and
the many other organizations in the U.S. in
endorsing the NAFTA. God bless America!

ROSIE LOPEZ,
Founder and Past President,
AHCF.
TONY BRACAMONTE,
AHCF-Glendale Chap-
ter Founder and
Kellogg Fellow.
RON MORALES,
President, AHCF.

ARIZONA HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,

Phoenix, AZ, October 26, 1993.
MARY JO MARION,
National Council of La Raza,
Washington, DC.

DEAR Ms. MARION: Please add the names of
Senator Pete Rios, Representative Joe Eddie
Lopez, Representative Ruben Ortega, and the
name of the Arizona Hispanic Community
Forum to those who are gathering in Wash-
ington, DC, to announce their support of
NADBank and workers retraining proposals.

More specifically, you many announce that
the above mentioned can and do endorse the
North American Free Trade Agreement, It is
our feeling that the side agreements on labor
and environmental standards, along with the
positive aspects of the NADBank and the
workers retraining proposals, enhance
NAFTA and that the trade pact would make
good social and economic public policy.

For more information, please call Joe
Eddie Lopez (602/542-5830) or Tony
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Braccamonte/Rosie Lopez (243-8120) of the
Arizona Hispanic Community Forum.
Sincerely,
PETE RIOS,
State Senator.
JOE EDDIE LOPEZ,
State Representative.
RUBEN F. ORTEGA,
State Representative.
MOLINA ENDORSES NAFTA AFTER WHITE

HOUSE AGREES TO RECOMMENDATIONS OF

LATINO CONSENSUS

L0S ANGELES.—Los Angeles County Super-
visor Gloria Molina has announced her sup-
port of President Clinton's NAFTA package.
The endorsement came after a long series of
negotiations between key Latino leaders and
the White House which saw Latinos gain key
additions to the current NAFTA proposal.

“1 am pleased to announce my support for
the current NAFTA proposal which includes
improved programs that will benefit Latino
interests across the country,” sald Molina.
“There is no doubt that the Latino commu-
nity will benefit from the billions of dollars
and tens of thousands of jobs generated as a
result of a new improved NAFTA. I am proud
to join key Latino leaders throughout this
country in supporting the current propos-
als.”

Early In the process, Supervisor Molina
joined a number of key Latino leaders to
form the Latino Consensus for NAFTA which
promoted the creation of the North Amer-
ican Development Bank (NADBank) and a
NAFTA-specific worker training program as
a part of the NAFTA package. Workers
rights, environmental issues, and infrastruc-
ture improvements were also part of the con-
cerns expressed and addressed by the Consen-
sus.

Supervisor Molina’s announcement was
timed to coincide with a press conference in
Washington DC to announce the agreement
with the White House.

QUESTIONS ON NOMINATION OF
MORTON HALPERIN

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Louisiana [Mr. LIVING-
STON] is recognized for b minutes.

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Madam Speaker, I
continue to be utterly amazed that the
Clinton administration would try to
appoint Morton Halperin, a radical who
wants the United States to put our
military at the beck, call, and direc-
tion of the United Nations, to a newly
created position called “‘Assistant De-
fense Secretary for Democracy and
Peacekeeping.” How is that for a vital
defense post?

My list of concerns about Mr.
Halperin is long, as I have detailed a
number of times on the House floor.
Suffice it to say that if Mr. Halperin’s
advice had been followed for the last 20
years, the cold war would still be rag-
ing, with the Communists in a strong
position, and Saddam Hussein would
control half the world's oil supply—
perhaps protected by nuclear weapons.

On top of that, the Clinton adminis-
tration has piled on another clear af-
front to our system of checks and bal-
ances.

The perpetrator is none other than
White House Counsel Bernard Nuss-
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baum, the same man who gave us Zoe
Baird, Lani Guinier, a botched White
House Travel Office investigation, a
botched suicideinvestigation, and a ri-
diculous defense of the failure of the
administration’s Health Care Task
Force to comply with basic record
keeping laws.

And now, in support of Mr. Halperin's
nomination, Mr. Nussbaum is fooling
around with the national security of
the United States and all its citizens.

In an example of unprecedented po-
litical interference by the White House
into the CIA's relationship with Con-
gress, Mr. Nussbaum has blocked CIA
Director James Woolsey from briefing
a group of Senators about some docu-
ments allegedly relating to Mr.
Halperin.

Ladies and gentlemen, under current
law, the CIA Director is required to
keep Congress, through our Select
Committees on Intelligence, apprised
of intelligence activities. Yet Mr. Nuss-
baum has blocked the CIA from living
up to those responsibilities when Mr.
Halperin is at issue.

We do not know if the alleged docu-
ments have any bearing on Mr.
Halperin's nomination or not. That is
what the good Senators want to find
out, and that is what they have a right
to find out. If the CIA has material
which would bring even further into
question the fitness of Mr. Halperin for
his Defense Department post, the Sen-
ators who must vote on the nomination
have a right, and indeed a duty, to be
briefed on that material.

In a similar situation, various Sen-
ators have written both Defense Sec-
retary Aspin and Undersecretary
Frank Wisner for copies of memos Mr.
Halperin wrote concerning our ill-con-
ceived policies in Somalia. Mr. Wisner
has admitted the existence of these
memos, but for some reason, after
more than 3 weeks, he has not yet pro-
vided copies of those memos to the
good Senators who requested them.
What is he hiding?

And what is Mr. Nussbaum hiding?

Could it be some things that are even
worse than what is already known
about Mr. Halperin? Even worse than
the complete renunciation of covert
operations which Mr. Halperin has ad-
vocated? Even worse than the explicit
renunciation of America's right ever to
act unilaterally in foreign affairs?
Even worse than Mr. Halperin's defense
of a CIA defector who exposed the
names of hundreds of CIA operatives,
at least one of whom was soon there-
after assassinated?

Why are Mr. Nussbaum and Mr.
Wisner covering up for Mr. Halperin?
What are they covering up?

On Somalia, the questions are easy:
What did Mr. Halperin say, and why
can the Senators not see it?

And regarding the CIA and Mr.
Halperin: What does the CIA know, and
why can we not know it?



27298

Stop the coverup. Get the truth out
about Morton Halperin. Or else with-
draw his embarrassing and outrageous
nomination, immediately.

0 1950

THE NORTH AMERICAN FREE-
TRADE AGREEMENT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Missouri [Mr. GEPHARDT]
is recognized for 5 minutes,

Mr. GEPHARDT. Madam Speaker, I
want to speak tonight for 5 minutes on
the issue of NAFTA and the vote which
is coming here on November 17.

I want to focus tonight on one aspect
of NAFTA, the most important single
issue, which is its impact on the stand-
ard of living and wages, the wages of
Americans and the wages of Mexican
workers.

In economic affairs, our guiding na-
tional goal should be a high and rising
standard of living and a long-term pol-
icy of insuring better jobs at better
wages. By not addressing key issues
like water, our wages and our standard
of living will seek its own level and,
drawn down by the lower wages of Mex-
ico, our standard of living will con-
tinue to stagnate or decline.

Mexican wages are kept artificially
low because of the actions and inac-
tions of their Government. Govern-
ment rules and procedures set both
minimum wages and maximum wage
increases for the vast majority of hour-
ly workers in their manufacturing in-
dustries. They have kept these wages
low to help their economy grow. They
have sought to combat inflation and
attract investment from companies
seeking low-wage labor as a way to cut
costs.

Mexican wages must rise, because it
is the right thing for the people of Mex-
ico. They must also rise because we
want to make them better consumers
of Mexican and United States products;
and if their wages do not rise, the
downward pressure on our wages will
continue.

Official data from the Mexican Gov-
ernment best tell the story. Since 1980,
real hourly compensation fell by 32 per-
cent in Mexico, while productivity in
manufacturing increased by more than
30 percent. Economists tell us that
wages should roughly track productiv-
ity increases; yet Mexican workers are
producing more and getting less.

Now, does this NAFTA do enough to
ensure that while companies may be
attracted to Mexico's high-quality
labor force or lower wage structure, we
have done all that we can to eliminate
artificially low wages in Mexico?

The answer, unequivocally and unde-
niably, is no. In the area of labor, this
NAFTA is actually worse than the sta-
tus quo for two reasons. Under the
NAFTA, the Mexican Government re-
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fused to allow industrial relations—the
right to strike, the right to bargain
collectively, and the right to freely as-
sociate—to be covered under the dis-
pute resolution procedures of the Free-
Trade Agreement. In my view, this is a
glaring and critical omission. It is
equivalent to an environmental agree-
ment that excludes air and water.

What the Mexican Government has
said is that they are unwilling to allow
oversight of whether they are enforcing
the most important part of their labor
laws. We are not talking about impos-
ing United States labor laws on Mex-
ico. I simply want them to enforce
their good laws.

Their constitution provides basic
labor protections, that includes family
and medical leave. It includes striker
replacement limitations; but you can
have the best laws on the books, and if
they are not enforced, they are not
worth much. That is the case in Mex-
ico.

The largest union federation, which
covers the vast majority of workers,
acts as a quasi-governmental agency.
Each year they enter into what is
known as el pacto that sets minimum
and maximum wages.

A conscious decision has been made
in Mexico to keep wages artificially
low to continue to attract investment.
That hurts their people. It also hurts
our people by attracting our jobs to
Mexico and putting downward pressure
on our wages and by preventing Mexi-
cans from becoming good consumers of
our products.

The second reason why NAFTA is
worse than current law is that Mexico
currently is a beneficiary of what we
call GSP, Generalized System of Pref-
erences. One of the key conditions of
GSP is that a beneficiary must afford
their workers internationally recog-
nized worker rights—the right to
strike, the right to organize.

The leverage of the GSP has been
lost. So passing this NAFTA will ratify
and even worsen the status quo.

Mexico at least has made an effort
about the environment during the ne-
gotiations. We saw a number of high-
profile activities. They closed a refin-
ery. They conducted a lot of enforce-
ment on the border; but in the area of
labor law, Mexican officials did not
even make a good-faith effort at
change. Instead, they showed that the
status quo will continue. They arrested
and confined a man by the name of Don
Agapito, a Mexican labor leader who
was fighting for higher wages in Mata-
moros. They helped to break a strike
at the Volkswagen plant. At no time
did they show a genuine commitment
to carry out their own labor laws on
behalf of their own workers.

So this issue of wages goes to the
heart of whether or not this NAFTA is
sufficient. The critical omission of not
putting the industrial relations part of
their labor law under the enforcement
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process is a glaring and critical omis-
sion.

The other major issue that was not
treated in NAFTA is a steady stream of
revenue to take care of the problems of
infrastructure and environmental re-
mediation on the border. I hope at a
later time next week to address that
issue in great detail.

It is because of these two omissions
that I believe this NAFTA is not good
for the American people. It is not good
for the Mexican people.

I believe that if it could be changed,
we should pass NAFTA, but not this
NAFTA because of these glaring omis-
sions.

I hope and I pray that in the future if
this NAFTA is defeated that we can fix
the problems and get a free-trade
agreement with Mexico that works in
our interest and in their interest and
the interest of our people and their
people.

CAPE GIRARDEAU'S CHAMBER
LEADER: BOB HENDRIX

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Missouri [Mr. EMERSON] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. EMERSON. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to
recognize a visionary in the economic devel-
opment profession. Bob Hendrix, the current
president and chief executive officer of the
Cape Girardeau Chamber of Commerce, is re-
tiring at the end of this year. As the Congress-
man who represents Cape Girardeau and the
southern Missouri region, | can unequivocally
tell this body that Bob Hendrix is a man of the
highest integrity as well as a leader in his per-
sonal and professional communities.

Bob came to Cape Girardeau more than two
decades ago, and he has played a key role in
the economic evolution of my hometown which
is nestled along the Mississippi River on the
northern edge of Missouri’s Bootheel. Back in
1972, he brought with him years of experi-
ence—educational, military, and professional.
At that time, Springfield, MO's loss of a direc-
tor of legislative and civic affairs in their cham-
ber office was certainly Cape Girardeau's

am.

In Bob's 21 hard-working years at the Cape
Girardeau Chamber, he has personally re-
cruited dozens of new businesses and indus-
tries, which in turn provided new expansion
possibilities for existing businesses and indus-
tries in the southern Missouri region. Creating
more and better jobs and guality of life oppor-
tunities for the people of our region has not
been a job to Bob Hendrix, it has been his
way of life.

While serving as a chief salesman for Cape
Girardeau and the surrounding region, Bob
has also been a positive force in local govern-
mental affairs. Among the many accomplish-
ments, he was instrumental in the establish-
ment of the Southeast Missouri Regional Port
Authority which provides huge trade opportuni-
ties as we approach the 21st Century, Cape
Girardeau County's Industrial Development
Authority, the Cape Girardeau Convention and
Visitors Bureau, the Charter Form of Govern-
ment for the City of Cape Girardeau, Cape
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Girardeau's Downtown Redevelopment and
Revitalization, starting Riverfest, and the de-
velopment of the local chamber of commerce
as the front door to the Cape Girardeau com-
munity.

As this partial list of accomplishments at-
tests, Bob Hendrix’s path is well marked. He
is leaving the local chamber of commerce and
passing on to us in Cape Girardeau a legacy
of many positive, community achievements. In
fact, as the hometown daily newspaper, the
Southeast Missourian, pointed out on its edi-
torial page: “His longstanding tenure bucks
the odds. His 20 year record is 4 times the av-
erage stay of a chamber director. But those
who know him well realize—Bob Hendrix is no
ordinary chamber director.”

Bob has always said that working for our
community through the chamber office never
gets boring because there are new challenges
eveyday. Now, the always hardworking man is
confronting new challenges. On behalf of the
entire Cape Girardeau community, | want to
wish Bob and his wife, Rosemary, Godspeed
in all of their future endeavors, with abundant
health and happiness.

Cape Girardeau, MO is indeed a better
place, thanks to Bob Hendrix.

BIGOTRY IN ELECTIONS

- The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a

previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from the great State of Texas
[Mr. DELAY] is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr, DELAY. Madam Speaker, I thank
the Chair, especially the great State of
Texas, since today is the birthday of
Stephen F. Austin. I know they are
celebrating that in Florida.

Madam Speaker, since it is Stephen
F. Austin's birthday, in the name of
Stephen F. Austin I come to the well to
express my outrage at two things that
have happened in the recent elections
that were held yesterday.

Outrage No. 1 is at the national press
of this country and outrage No. 2 is at
the Democrat Party and the Democrat
candidates in the races in Virginia, the
elections held yesterday.

During that campaign, I have never
witnessed religious bigotry as I wit-
nessed during the campaign for Gov-
ernor, Lieutenant Governor, and attor-
ney general in that grand State of Vir-
ginia.

The Democrat candidates, Mary Sue
Terry for Governor, Don Beyer for
Lieutenant Governor, particularly Don
Beyer for Lieutenant Governor, who in
my opinion is a religious bigot, and the
candidate for attorney general, Wil-
liam Dolan, ran against one of the fin-
est people I have ever known and seen,
Mike Farris who ran for Lieutenant
Governor in the State of Virginia.

I noticed Mike Farris who is an open-
ly religious Christian and a Baptist
minister, he happens also to be a fine
constitutional lawyer, was viciously
attacked and lied about only because
he was a Christian and his whole life
was torn apart in that race in Virginia
only because he was a Christian.
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Madam Speaker, I thought that the
days of religious bigotry were put aside
when there were attacks on President
John Kennedy in the sixties because he
was a Catholic.But they have been re-
vived in Virginia, and I am afraid they
are going to be revived all across this
country. When people who happen to
believe in Jesus Christ and call them-
selves Christians run for office, they
will be brutally attacked for their reli-
gious beliefs, and this is particularly
outrageous in Virginia, the home of
Thomas Jefferson. Thomas Jefferson
would be branded religiously intolerant
and have trouble getting elected Lieu-
tenant Governor, much less President
of the United States, under the guide-
lines imposed by the Democrat Party
in Virginia.

And the worst part about this was
the national press did nothing about it.
Now, if the shoes had been reversed, we
would have seen week in and week out,
month in and month out, the attacks
by the national media on Republicans
that may have persecuted religious
Democrats. I mean do we have to re-
member when Vice President Quayle
spoke about Murphy Brown's television
show to understand that the national
media took that small statement made
in one speech by the Vice President
and brutalized him for months over
that statement? Do we forget what the
national media did to President Bush
during the campaign against Michael
Dukakis when he happened to point
out that Michael Dukakis was in favor
of weekend furloughs, and because of
weekend furloughs Willie Horton went
out and brutally savaged a couple in
Maryland? Yet the national media at-
tacked President Bush, then-Vice
President Bush, for being a bigot just
because Willie Horton happens to be
black.

Yet here a man's life, his religious
beliefs, and his family under brutal at-
tack, especially over the last few
weeks by the Democrats, particularly
the now-elected, reelected, Don Beyer,
the Lieutenant Governor of Virginia,
and for what? I can remember the tele-
vision screen showing ads paid for by
Don Beyer against Mike Farris who ac-
cused him of trying to remove stories
like Cinderella, Rumplestiltskin, and
the “Wizard of 0z" from the school
curricula. Now, they took that so out
of context that it has to be called a lie,
and the only reason they did it was to
persecute Mr. Farris because of this be-
liefs.

Madam Speaker, what we have done
is, as elected leadership of the House,
signed a letter to President Clinton
who has expressed himself to be ad-
versely supportive of religious bigotry,
a letter asking the President of the
United States to renounce the Demo-
crat Party in Virginia and renounce re-
ligious bigotry in this country.
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DID RON BROWN ACCEPT A BRIBE?

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
MALONEY). Under a previous order of
the House, the gentleman from Indiana
[Mr. BURTON] is recognized for 60 min-
utes.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Madam
Speaker, some time ago allegations
were made that the Secretary of Com-
merce, Mr. Ron Brown, accepted a
bribe of $700,000 from the Vietnamese
Government to normalize relations
with that country and to lower the
trade barriers we have with them, even
though we have not had a full account-
ing of the 2,200 POW/MIA’'s. These alle-
gations were made by a man named
Binh Ly from Florida who had worked
with a man named Mr. Hao, and Mr. Ly
had evidence that Mr. Brown, working
with Mr. Hao, had cut this agreement
along with the government of Vietnam,
and the prime minister of Vietnam
himself had written a letter to Mr.
Brown opening up this negotiation
process. Mr. Ly took an FBI lie detec-
tor test that lasted for 6 hours, and he
passed it with flying colors. Mr. Ly
worked with the FBI for some time
trying, through wiretaps on telephones
and other means, tried to get evidence
on Mr. Hao and Mr. Brown for the pur-
pose of indictment and cleaning up this
mess.

When Miss Reno became the Attor-
ney General about 5 weeks later,
Madam Speaker, the investigation was
abruptly halted, and only after about 3
months and an exposé by TV stations
and newspapers was the investigation
reopened by empaneling a grand jury in
Miami to investigate these allegations
and to find out whether or not Mr.
Brown did, in fact, agree to take a
$700,000 bribe to open negotiations with
Vietnam and normalize relations.

Mr. Brown, the Secretary of Com-
merce, said he had never met Mr. Hao,
and then he later said he met him not
once, but three times, the third time
being at the Department of Commerce
after having dinner with him, and he
said that those were just social engage-
ments. Mr. Brown testified before a
subcommittee panel, on which I sat,
that he had never had any discussions
with any of his staff about negotiations
with Vietnam or normalizing relations
with Vietnam, and he was not aware of
any negotiations that were taking
place at the behest of his department,
and yet we find out from a source down
at the White House that in June of this
year members from the Commerce De-
partment, we believe his chief deputy,
led the fight to normalize relations
with Vietnam and that Mr. Brown
could not possibly have not known
about that being the secretary of that
department.

In July and in September two giant
steps were taken to normalize relations
with Vietnam even though we have not
had a full accounting of our POW/
MIA's, and we believe that Mr. Brown
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lied to the congressional committee on
which I serve. He lied to the Commit-
tee on Foreign Affairs, and we believe
that all of these issues ought to be an-
swered fully through a congressional
investigation.

As a matter of fact, Madam Speaker,
these allegations were brought to the
attention of the Committee on Govern-
ment Operations here in the House, and
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
CLINGER], the ranking Republican, has
written to Mr. Brown and to the Presi-
dent asking for a complete litany of
telephone logs and travel logs of Mr.
Brown so we can get to the bottom of
this. The bottom line is that there are
two big clouds hanging over the Clin-
ton administration, and they are
caused by this scandal.

Did Mr. Brown take a $700,000 bribe?
We do know that a bank account was
opened by the Vietnamese Government
in Singapore, and Mr. Ly said that that
is where they did it, at the bank win-
dow of Suez, and we do not know ex-
actly how much money may have been
deposited in a bank in Singapore, but
$700,000 was the figure we heard about.

We also heard that Mr. Brown was
not only going to get $700,000 up front,
but he was also going to get a percent-
age of or royalties of all the oil that
would be sold out of the oil fields there
in Vietnam, and it is one of the largest
oil resources in the entire world.

In any event, Madam Speaker, be-
cause of these allegations and because
it is so important that we have credi-
bility in the White House and in the
administration, I wrote a letter, along
with many of my colleagues, to Presi-
dent Clinton on September 30, and in
that letter we wrote to the President,
signed by, I believe, about 15 to 20
Members of the Congress, we asked
that the President stop any negotia-
tions toward normalizing relations
with Vietnam until the grand jury in
Miami has reached a conclusion and
until the Congress of the United States
has completed its investigation.

Then on October 12, Madam Speaker,
we wrote a letter to the President ask-
ing him about the National Security
Council meetings that were held at the
White House in both June and Septem-
ber that took these first two giant
steps toward lowering the trade bar-
riers and normalizing relations with
Vietnam. We asked him who was at the
meetings, what was discussed at the
meetings, and the dates of the meet-
ings. So far the White House has not
answered us. This letter was written on
October 12, about a month ago, almost
a month ago, and we have been
stonewalled. This information needs to
be given to the Congress so we can
clear this up.

In addition to that, Madam Speaker,
many of us felt like there should be a
special prosecutor appointed by the At-
torney General. We wrote the Attorney
General, Janet Reno, on October 19, a

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

letter giving her the names of eight
people with impeccable credentials,
former Attorneys General or prosecut-
ing attorneys for the Attorney Gen-
eral’s office, and we told her that we
would work with her to pick somebody
that was above reproach to investigate
the Ron Brown affair, and the reason
we sent that list to her was because she
said, and I quote:

If T appoint the person or select the person
to be a speclal prosecutor, you are going to
question the conflict of interest as long as
I'm involved in that process.

She said:

Once agalin, for me to appoint somebody,
you will be telling me, well, this person has
a conflict of Interest, too, because you ap-
pointed them.

That is why we sent her the list of
eight people from which to pick one to
be a special prosecutor.

O 2010

That letter was signed by all of the
Republican leadership in the House. We
have not received a reply from Janet
Reno, and that was about 3 weeks ago.

On October 27, we wrote a letter to
the President of the United States, and
it was signed by about 20 or 25 Mem-
bers of Congress, asking the President
to have Secretary of Commerce Brown
recuse himself from any involvement
in negotiations to normalize relations
with Vietnam or lower the trade em-
bargo.

We have written a litany of letters.
So far, all we have received is dead si-
lence or form letters from the White
House or from the Justice Department
or from the Commerce Department.

So, Madam Speaker, I would just like
to say tonight, and I hope the media
throughout the country will ask these
questions of the President and the
White House, why will you not send
this information to the Congress of the
United States? If Secretary Brown was
not involved in any of these nefarious
affairs, if he did not take a $700,000
bribe, or try to get a $700,000 bribe, if
he did not agree with the Government
of Vietnam that he would get a per-
centage of the business he brought to
that country or a royalty for every bar-
rel of oil that was sold, if he did not do
any of these things, and if the tele-
phone logs and the travel documents
will bear this out, then why not send
them up to us? It will clear this thing
up in no time and remove the cloud
from the administration of the Presi-
dent of the United States.

But if he is guilty, and if you are
stonewalling the Congress of the Unit-
ed States because you think he might
be guilty, then that is wrong, and this
investigation will continue to go for-
ward, and we will keep pressing the
issue. We will have a resolution of in-
quiry filed and create a constitutional
crisis between the legislative branch
and the executive branch.

I know the President can use his Ex-
ecutive privilege to keep us from get-
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ting this information, but I truly be-
lieve the media at some point in the fu-
ture is going to demand it.

So the bottom line is, let us get to
the bottorm of it. If Mr. Brown is
guilty, remove him, get him out of that
position. He should not be in Govern-
ment if he corrupted himself. If he is
innocent, send us the information as
quickly as possible so we can clear this
up and not waste any more of the Con-
gress' time.

So I would hope all of my colleagues,
that may be paying attention, and the
media that may be paying attention,
will ask the President to answer these
questions: Why will you not send that
information to the Congress? If Mr.
Brown is innocent, send the informa-
tion up here. If he is not, remove him
from office. That question should be
asked again and again and again, not
only of Mr. Clinton, but of Mr. Brown
himself as Secretary of Commerce. We
should also ask the Attorney General
of the United States why she has not
appointed a special prosecutor that is
above reproach. We gave her eight
names, and we are still not hearing
from her.

With that, I see my colleague here
from Florida [Mr. McCoLLUM] and we
were going to discuss for a brief period
tonight a little bit about the terrorist
problem throughout the world.

Mr. McCoLLUM chairs the committee
that deals with international terror-
ism, and he has brought an awful lot of
interesting facts to the floor in the not
too distance past.

So let me just start off by saying, be-
fore I yield to Mr. McCoLLUM that one
of the things I found out regarding So-
malia, through his efforts, was that
terrorists have been meeting in Khar-
toum and set up terrorist camps in and
aroundthe Sudan, and their sole objec-
tive is to, I believe, and I believe Mr.
McCoLLUM believes, to undermine the
United States efforts in that part of
the world. And we believe, after hear-
ing of the meetings that took place in
Khartoum involving, I believe, Iran,
Iraq, people from Afghanistan, the Su-
danese, and Mr. Aideed himself, that
possibly terrorists from that area went
into Somalia and were involved in the
downing of our helicopters and killing
a lot of our troops over there.

If the gentleman would like to shed a
little bit of light on that.

Mr. McCOLLUM. Madam Speaker, if
the gentleman will yield, I think it isa
very important bit of information that
the Task Force on Terrorism and Un-
conventional Warfare on our side of the
aisle has unearthed and has been pub-
lishing in the last few weeks describing
the detailed involvement that I do not
think has been generally brought out
in the media and elsewhere of outside
forces in that October 3 tragedy where
so many of our troops were killed, our
Rangers.

We all know there have been prob-
lems with our folks being there. But it
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looks like that this was indeed a setup,
an ambush, something prearranged, de-
termined and plotted. Not simply by
Aideed, but by the Somalis, that are
one of the fragmented tribes over
there, of course, in Somalia that have
been causing us trouble all along. But
rather by these outside forces that the
gentleman has so accurately described
that had training bases and still have
training bases in Sudan.

The information that we have is that
the fact of the matter is that over a
considerable period of time earlier this
year this group had been working to
bring weaponry into Mogadishu, and
that they had also sent some special
operatives who had been trained during
the period of time when we had Afghan
resistance and we, the United States,
were supporting that, and Pakistan,
trying to drive the Soviets out of Af-
ghanistan.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. If I might
interrupt, regarding the weapons that
come into the Sudan and then ulti-
mately are getting into Mogadishu, we
do not really know what all those
weapons are, but we do know that we
had some pretty sophisticated weapons
that were in Afghanistan and Iran and
Iraq and that part of the world, that
would be very, very effective in down-
ing helicopters or doing damage to our
troops over there.

Mr. McCOLLUM. If the gentleman
will continue to yield, that is exactly
right. One of the things that, again,
our task force believes is that there
was some organized effort by the Iraqis
in particular, and there was sort of a
group presence, which is surprising to a
lot of people in the aftermath of the
fight between Iraq and Iran that pre-
ceded the DesertStorm period. But it
looks like they have gotten together
again well enough to coordinate with
the Sudanese on this.

They apparently, the Iraqis, are the
ones that organized heavy weapons,
mainly dual-use 23-millimeter guns and
RPG-T's for the use against American
helicopters. That is what they brought
in there that specifically surprised peo-
ple, that these weapons were available
and that they were in Mogadishu at the
time for these attacks to take place.

Again, it looks like a very organized
effort. Again, without taking too much
time up, I think there needs to be a lit-
tle background on this.

Most of the Moslem world, I believe,
and I am sure the gentleman believes,
and most of the Moslems here in the
United States today, are very fine and
upstanding people. And this is cer-
tainly not to be critical of them.

But there is a small contingent of
very radical Moslems emanating pri-
marily out of Iran and Iraq that have
over time worked to basically control
affairs in some other countries, Sudan
being one of them. And they have been
able to gain cooperation in an effort
that appears to be to take control of
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northern Africa and the Horn of Africa,
as well as spread their influence over
the Moslem world. They want to con-
trol it for their purposes, which is very
complicated and very complex.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Well, one
thing I would like to add to what the
gentleman is saying, if they take
Egypt, and they were able to desta-
bilize the governments of, say, Saudi
Arabia, it would have a tremendous im-
pact on the economies of the Western
World, because we get as much as 70
percent of our oil supplies from there.

Mr. McCOLLUM. That is exactly
right. The primary targets I believe
right now are Egypt, Tunisia, and Al-
geria, and eventually Saudi Arabia.
But having an opportunity like they
had to get at United States forces to
try to drive us out of the region, to de-
moralize America, if you will, shows
that they can perform acts of terror
against us wherever we have our forces
exposed. It was too much to resist in
Somalia.

They had a presence there. It is a
Moslem country. They had contacts.
But here was a great opportunity, and
they saw that last year, to begin build-
ing toward that in 1992, and here in
1893, with the meetings that you de-
scribed earlier. They began to formu-
late plans as to how they could take
advantage of our presence there, while
we were there, and the so-called U.S.-
U.N. force thing that you and I have
been rather critical of.

So it seems to me it is a logical ex-
tension. It is the same folks that
brought us the World Trade Center
bombing. It is the same folks that
brought us the assassination attempts
on our CIA folks out here outside of
Langley, VA, by that fellow from Paki-
stan, and the same folks who tried to
bomb the United Nations and the Lin-
coln Tunnel in New York, but, fortu-
nately, somebody squealed on them
and they did not get away with it.

It seems, again, these are all inter-
pretations, but rather logical ones,
based upon evidence that we have, that
they are, as a group, attempting to use
terrorism and this unconventional war-
fare as a method, first, of recruiting
young rebels and radicals to their
cause in the Moslem world, and; sec-
ond, in an effort to try to send a mes-
sage to other Moslem countries over
there that they are not safe from this
sort of thing. That even the United
States cannot protect them, since we
have trouble with it ourselves, as we
obviously have in Somalia.

So they are very clever about this.
This is not a direct confrontation, but
it is part of a pattern that is develop-
ing.
Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I serve on
the Committee on Foreign Affairs, and
one of the things that we debated
today was a resolution cthat would deal
with the withdrawal of our troops from
Somalia. We are talking about keeping
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our troops in, the President wants to
keep them in until about the end of
March of next year.

Now, if you take the information
that you have given, and I wish every-
body in the Congress would read this,
because it is not classified and it is
very, very important. And most Mem-
bers do not know what you have just
said, and they are probably not paying
attention tonight.

But if you take the information that
you have, and you realize what they
have done thus far, being involved, we
believe, in bringing down our heli-
copters and being at least instrumental
in killing 18 people in those helicopters
and wounding another 70, that if we
keep our troops in a defensive posture,
and right now we are building roads
around Mogadishu so we do not have to
go through it and the rebels, if you
will, or the tribes, Mr. Aideed’s tribe
and others over there, they are now
once again taking control of the city,
bit by bit.
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And we are staying in a very defen-
sive posture. It seems to me that these
radicals who want to discredit the
United States and reduce our prestige
in the world would at some point be-
tween now and the end of March per-
petrate some type of atrocity or terror-
ist attack like we saw in Beirut back
in 1983 that killed 235 marines. It seems
to me that we have our people sitting
there as sitting ducks, and we are not
doing anything to protect them other
than bringing in additional equipment
to surround them.

Mr. McCOLLUM. Madam Speaker, if
the gentleman will continue to yield, I
think he is exactly right. What we have
done is let our troops be sitting ducks
in this environment, because we do not
have a policy to deal with this kind of
a threat. It is being recognized slowly
but surely, but nobody has developed a
policy. There is no consistent, coherent
direction of when we use our force, how
we use it, how we protect them and
what we are attempting to accomplish
in northern Africa or in this region in
the face of this kind of an enemy.
Frankly, the way it is spreading out,
and it looks like their presence is being
felt in far regions, India, perhaps, and
Afghanistan, of course, and in Pakistan
and elsewhere, it would seem to be log-
ical to assume that outside of what
might be there in the aftermath of the
fall of the Soviet Union, with some of
these radical states that we do not
know where they are going, outside of
that, this could be the single biggest
threat to our security interests right
now. So the question is, When will this
administration give us the kind of
guidelines that are needed? When will
the Department of Defense, for exam-
ple, provide guidelines for the use of
force in these circumstances. There
should definitely be certain parameters
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where you pick and choose where you
do use your forces and you recognize
that they are looking for opportunities
and looking for targets like us. And it
does not make any sense to put a few
of our people out there in harm's way
without absolute commitment to going
forward and doing the job, whatever it
is, completely.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. We had a
number of members of the Foreign Af-
fairs Committee meet with the Presi-
dent, along with some of the leaders of
the House and the Senate, a couple of
weeks ago, right after that tragedy oc-
curred in Somalia. I was not surprised
to find out the President was aware of
this meeting that took place in Khar-
toum and the 3,000 terrorists that are
down there in those camps. The con-
cern I have, and the feeling I have, and
I am sure you probably do as well, is if
we know where those camps are, and
we do know, we know where the terror-
ist camps are, we know or believe that
they were involved in killing those
people in that helicopter and have been
involved with Aideed, that we have two
choices to make.

One is to go in and knock out those
camps and to get the job done and then
bring our troops home, which might in-
volve more troops, or get our troops
out of harm's way as quickly as pos-
sible and remove ourselves from Soma-
lia and not have them as sitting ducks.
It seems we have to have a policy of
one or the other. And if the policy is to
keep them there the way the President
is talking about, I think we are asking
for real tragedy in the not-too-distant
future.

Either go in and knock out those
camps. We know where they are. We
can deal with the strategic air strikes,
and we would eliminate the danger.
And then bring our troops home or
bring them home right now.

Mr. McCOLLUM. We do not get to set
that kind of policy, and I do not pre-
tend to know the inside track on
maybe information that is not publicly
available. This is not classified, as you
have said, but it makes sense to me,
just common sense, that it would be a
perfect opportunity for us to teach a
lesson to this group that they are not
going to get away with it by going out
and knocking out a couple of those
training camps. It does not mean that
is the end of our problem, because this
is apparently a very long-term com-
mitment. But it does send a signal that
we are not going to allow this kind of
an ambush and thing to happen to our
soldiers under these conditions without
somebody paying a price.

Let us also make one comment.
There was a price paid, and our Rang-
ers have gotten a little bit of abum rap
because the Rangers that were tied
down in this ambush equipped them-
selves exceedingly well. There was a
huge casualty take on the part of these
people doing the ambushing. But that
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was mostly the Somalis who were in
there being led by this group.

The people who we really need to get
at were not being hurt by this particu-
larly. They are the ones who are the
advisers, that small core that were
trained to go into Mogadishu. They are
the ones shipping the weapons, the
ones directing the traffic, and their
training base for doing all of this and
training a few of the Somalis is what
you are talking about in Sudan. That
is what needs to be knocked out.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. The gen-
tleman is absolutely correct. The thing
about our defensive posture over there
that concerns me the most, as I said
before, is the possibility of another ter-
rorist attack like we saw in Beirut in
1983. When we lost those 18 men in So-
mali, when the helicopter was brought
down, it took the troops that were try-
ing to rescue them I think 14 hours to
just go across the city of Mogadishu.
That was because we did not have ade-
quate military equipment. They did
not have armored personnel carriers
and tanks. That was because the Sec-
retary of Defense declined to send them
over there, send that equipment in
there, even though the general, Gen-
eral Montgomery, on the ground asked
for it. So this terrorist problem you are
talking about is very real. We have got
to deal with it, and the administration
must come up with a policy to deal
with it as quickly as they can.

Mr. McCOLLUM. I think we need to,
without spending time going into a lot
of detail, to trace this back one step
further, because lots of people do not
understand. They come up to you and
me, because we deal with this in for-
eign policy areas and are familiar with
it, you on the committee and me be-
cause of the Terrorism Task Force.
And they will say, “You just said that
here are some Suni Moslems in Sudan
who are cooperating with the Iranians
and Iragis. How can all of this be, since
Sunis and Shiite Moslems never get to-
gether?" And the Shiites are the ones
who are primarily in Iran and that is
where Rafsanjani is and the Ayatollah
Khomeini, who are really, to my way of
thinking, the most evil, if thereis such
a thing, the ones perpetrating most of
this.

And the answer to that is fairly sim-
ple. For years they did not get along
and in most places they do not to this
day, and presumably they will not for
many years in the future. But they had
a meeting of the minds among a small
group of them, both Suni and Shiite,
when Taroubi and others joined in a
meeting in Tehran in 1991, I think in
October of that year. And they made a
collaboration. We do not know all the
details of it. We know that they did, in
order to further their believed mutual
cause of trying to drive us out of the
area and trying to have this more radi-
cal form of Moslem belief and govern-
ment, or if you want to call it that,
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they do not even believe in a state, but
their belief in where it all ought to go,
they formed a compact. This is an ex-
tension, apparently, of that.

Not everybody participated, but
there were participants. And clearly,
the Sudanese Government did.

I think that is the critical thing that
led to this and is why we are today see-
ing the developments of the World
Trade Center. I do not think we ought
to take more time with it tonight. I
know you want to yield to the gentle-
woman, who is also a member of out
task force, who is my good friend and
our neighbor here. But I do think that
this is a good time to have made the
point.

I appreciate your letting me come
over and share a little of your time to
do that.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. What I
would like to do in the future, maybe
later this session or next year, is take
an hour and go into a lot more detail
about your task force and the terrorist
problem around the world.

I would like to end up by just saying
and echo what you said a few minutes
ago. We have millions of Moslems in
this country and around the world that
are wonderful people, law-abiding peo-
ple that are not in any way connected
to these radical terrorists. We need to
make sure that people do not lump all
Moslems together because the vast ma-
jority of Moslems, like the vast major-
ity of Christians or Jews in this coun-
tryand the world are law-abiding peo-
ple. But there are terrorists, a small,
minute group that is trying to desta-
bilize a large part of the world and for
their own purposes. Those are the ones
that we are talking about.

Mr. McCOLLUM. One last comment
on that. It is that radical group that is
disproportionately powerful, because
they control governments that are
very much dictatorships. And they
have a lot of power, even though they
are small in number based, as you said,
on the total population of the Moslem
world.

I thank the gentleman for yielding.
It is an excellent discussion. It is just
a beginning, as you say.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I thank you
for your contribution.

With that, Mr. Speaker, I yield to the
gentlewoman from Maryland [Mrs.
BENTLEY], who is going to talk about
NAFTA.

NAFTA CREATES JOBS FOR LAWYERS

Mrs. BENTLEY. Mr. Speaker, to-
night I am going to talk about how
NAFTA will create jobs for lawyers.
But before I do, I want to compliment
the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. BUR-
ToN] and the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. McCoLLuM] for discussing the ter-
rorist situation in the Sudan and how
it is affecting us and what is happening
throughout the world.

It is obvious to many Americans
that—as a nation—we educate more
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lawyers than any other nation in the
world. One of the most productive man-
ufacturing countries, Japan, educates
10 engineers for every lawyer grad-
uated. The United States educates five
lawyers for every engineer. That statis-
tic helps explain much of the chronic
balance of trade deficit we run with
Japan every year.

Engineers produce value-added prod-
ucts creating wealth for a nation. An
overproduction of lawyers—as we have
experienced—seems to lead to growing
amounts of litigation, overburdening
our court system and drawing tremen-
dous sums from our shrinking pool of
manufacturing wealth. Economically,
it has proven to be costly to an indus-
trial nation and totally inexplicable to
most of our international competitors.

One of the major problems I have
with both the NAFTA and the GATT—
which we will be considering after the
NAFTA vote—is that the dispute reso-
lution mechanisms proposed for both of
these trade agreements, seem to be set-
ting up a virtual paradise for inter-
national lawyers.

Not only are we creating new
courts—above the U.S. court system,
totally beyond the control of this Na-
tion, but according to the way the
agreements are drafted, almost any law
or regulation of this Nation can be
challenged as an impediment to the
free flow of both goods and services
across our borders and State bound-
aries and will be subject to a challenge
from our foreign partners.

The challenge will be drafted by for-
eign lawyers, defended by our lawyers
and whether we win or lose, the cost of
all this litigation supposedly will be
born by the taxpayers of both coun-
tries. Or will Uncle Sam be struck
everytime with the bill?

In describing just how these dispute
panels work, the General Accounting
Office [GAO] in its Assessment of
Major Issues in the NAFTA reports
that the panels will operate ‘‘just like
the courts which they replace."

I am not a lawyer, but having been a
good student of American history and
civiecs—I don't understand how the
power of the U.S. Courts to review U.S.
law, and thereby interpret U.S. law,
can be turned over to a binational
body—or a trinational body, or, in the
case of GATT, to a multinational court
without a constitutional amendment.

I am amazed at the numbers of Con-
gressmen, and conservative spokesmen,
who are concerned about the constitu-
tional threat if our troops are moved
under the power of the United Nations,
yet these protectors seem to be
strangely mute about the power to in-
terpret U.S. law and regulation being
turned over to international bodies
where our votes are outnumbered 3 to 2
in the NAFTA and more than 100 to 1
in the GATT.

If we think of those votes as a bo-
nanza for international lawyers—a way
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to enrich them—then perhaps we are fi-
nally seeing why the service economy
is touted as a panacea for America's
problems. Well, the NAFTA is turning
out to be costly and I don’t believe
that the overworked American tax-
payers should be paying the bill to en-
rich international laywers.

The legal or judicial system set up in
NAFTA is expensive, but the estimated
dollar amount has not been projected
into the current discussions about the
agreement. The Washington Post did
report that the administration is look-
ing for $2.69 billion to pay for the lost
revenues from tariffs. Apparently, the
administration cannot take this deficit
from disecretionary funds, but must find
the shortfall in the mandatory entitle-
ment programs—such as Social Secu-
rity and User Fees.

In addition, the United States has
pledged $20 million for conservation of
natural resources in Mexico, plus an
additional $8 billion for environmental
cleanup. Although some of the funds
for the environment might come from
an international institution, never for-
get that the United States is paying
the lion’s share in most of the world in-
stitutions like the World Bank and the
International Monetary Fund.

So, the American taxpayers ante up
through those institutions and the
funds will be passed through to pay for
improvements for Mexico. I repeat—
the problem with this is the American
taxpayer is stuck with the bill.

This is not disinformation—nor is it
playing on someone's fears as Ambas-
sador Kantor claims. It is a case of
simply giving a true bill—as much as is
available—of the costs of NAFTA.

One of the hidden costs to our Amer-
ican businessmen not mentioned by
any of our trade representatives or the
proponents of this agreement is the
possible fate of American businessmen
who are working private agreements
with a Mexican businessman.

A story in the Wall Street Journal is
an eye-opener, but it is no surprise to
me. I have had requests for help from
families of people who are languishing
in Mexican jails. If NAFTA goes
through we will surely hear more sto-
ries like the ones in today's newspaper.

The Wall Street Journal reports a
lurid story—*'‘In Mexico, a Dispute
Over a Business Deal May Land You in
Jail” with a subtitle “‘Legal System
Can Be Surreal; NAFTA and Recent
Reform Won't Cure All the Ills"'. The
story is about four Federal policemen
who confronted an American developer,
Alex Argueta, of Tucson, AZ, and told
him he had a problem with a car reg-
istered in his name. What the police
really wanted was to discuss a dispute
over a bank loan.

What happened to Mr, Argueta was
that he was quickly placed behind
bars—where he could hear a man being
beaten in the next room. He was told
he would be beaten, also, if he did not
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answer some questions. Although he
answered the questions, he still spent
16 months in a Mexican jail. Mr.
Argueta was never convicted of a
crime.

The Wall Street Journal points out
that ‘‘Despite the enthusiasm over
trade with Mexico, dozens of Ameri-
cans are finding, as he did, that when a
cross-border deal sours, they risk en-
tering a labyrinth where their invest-
ments can be wiped out by bureau-
cratic blockades, mercurial mag-
istrates or worse."

Operating under Napoleonic law, the
Mexican courts assume you are guilty
until you are proven innocent. Under
American law, you are innocent until
proven guilty. This is an important
point when we get into the operation of
tri-national panels and former Mexican
jurists sit on panels interpreting the
meaning of United States law which
becomes binding on American domestic
law.

The paper further reports that attor-
neys in both countries ‘‘say that even
if the North American Free-Trade
Agreement takes effect, settlement of
business disputes between private firms
will remain a problem for companies
investing in Mexico.” Julius Katz,
NAFTA's chief negotiator for the Bush
administration is quoted, “NAFTA
doesn't deal with private-party-to-pri-
vate party disputes’ but with disputes
arising over such NAFTA items as tar-
iffs and intellectual property.

I was under the impression that
NAFTA covered much more than just
tariffs and intellectual property. There
are sections on government procure-
ment, investment, telecommuni-
cations, financial services, temporary
entry for business persons, agriculture
and sanitary and phytosanitary meas-
ures, et cetera.

In fact, what Mr. Katz is not explain-
ing is that a Free-Trade Agreement is
the first step in an economie integra-
tion of the three economies of Mexico,
United States, and Canada. The North
American Free-Trade is just the first
step in this process—but it does not
cover disputes between private parties.

The Wall Street Journal pointed out
that Mr. Argueta's attorney warned
“that the problem of illegal arrest pro-
cedures has been and remains a very
important area of human-rights viola-
tions in Mexico. This despite the ef-
forts of President Salinas to modernize
the justice system.”

Jack Binns, the former U.S. Ambas-
sador to Honduras was quoted in the
article stating, *‘If you are in jail, you
settle. It’'s the dispute-resolution
mechanism.”

Settle is exactly what Mr. Argueta
did. At the time, the bank was govern-
ment owned, and he was charged with a
crime against Mexico’s patrimony. He
was shuttled back and forth between
seven judges—finally after 7 months
the charges were dropped.
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The conclusion of the case is perhaps
an indication of what Americans doing
business in Mexico have to look for-
ward to. The Wall Street Journal re-
ports that Mr. Argueta claims the bank
is refusing to send him statements list-
ing the principal and interest accumu-
lated on his restructured loan which is
due in 1994,

Now—this is an important point to
remember—Mr. Argueta is concerned
that if he does not get an accurate ac-
counting that the bank may find he did
not live up to his agreement and it will
seize the title to his scenic Gulf of
California property.

What is more chilling is the expla-
nation of a lawyer for the bank as to
why Mr. Argueta was seized and held in
jail. The bank lawyer when questioned
about the arrest on false pretenses ex-
plained *‘That is possible. That is how
the attorney general manages things,
not the bank.”

The Wall Street Journal reported
that the lawyer, Raul Cardenas added
that Mr. Argueta was pardoned by the
bank, and ‘‘to accept the pardon is to
admit that he committed the crime.”

The attorney general of Mexico
claims his office has no file on the
case. Mr. Argueta was accused of using
his loan to pay people in California for
the project although a bank officer had
signed that he knew what the funds
were for.

Still another case in the article in-
volved a company, Tubular U.S.A.,
Inc., a Houston, TX, firm which sold 19
costly valves to Petroleo Mexicanos—
better known as Pemex, the Mexican
Government owned petroleum monop-
oly. Tubular sued Pemex in a Houston
court when it did not receive a $234,000
payment for four valves.

Although, Tubular proved that an
employee of Pemex ran off with the
money, Pemex argued successfully in
U.S. court that it was protected under
the Foreign Sovereign Immunities Act.
This act shields foreign governments
from a variety of suits. Although
Pemex could operate and act like a
business, in court it chose to operate
under a government status including
giving it immunity.

Another incident included in the
Journal article involved Bill Flanigan
and David Black, partners in Arriba
Ltd. of Houston, TX. In 1984 they
agreed to buy residual oil from a
Pemex labor union. Although the
Union, which had the right to sell a
certain percentage of Pemex's oil—and
had taken a cut of it—did not deliver
the oil. The Wall Street Journal re-
ports that although Arriba Ltd. won
two default judgments with treble
damages and interest totaling $450 mil-
lion, the Union still refused to pay.

Bill Flanigan and David Black re-
acted as enterprising Americans and
confiscated any union assets located
north of the Rio Grande. They seized a
variety of things including a Boeing 757
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jet, which turned out to belong to the
President of Mexico, which they re-
turned.

At one point the Union agreed to pay
Arriba Ltd’'s legal fees and make oil de-
liveries. Well, the legal fees were paid,
a big party was held, but the oil was
never delivered. Pemex, too, chose to
use the Foreign Sovereign Immunities
Act. To-date, after 8 years of legal dif-
ficulties, Arriba Ltd. has collected $1
million on their $450 million judgment.

Another area causing problems for
Americans is the vacation-home indus-
try. Dorothy Bringe, a Chicago person-
nel consultant lost her investment in a
condominium in Cancun. Because of
the peculiarities of Mexican law, she
lost $40,000 when the government-bank
trust which owned the land ran into
difficulties. After much maneuvering,
Mrs. Bringe is still out of her money.
What she did say about NAFTA is im-
portant, she said, ‘it worries me that
no one has addressed the issue of small
businessmen getting burned.”

Another American, Peter Florance
found out first hand how outrageous
the Mexican legal system is. His com-
pany Buffalo Forge SA., was a Mexican
industrial-machinery affiliate of
Ampco-Pittsburgh Corp.

Just like any American, he was con-
cerned when his job was being cut due
to restructuring. According to the Wall
Street Journal, he asked for $250,000
which was due under the Mexican sev-
erance-pay laws. Instead he ended up in
prison.

The end of the story is Mr. Florance
spent time in jail and had to sign a
document that he had abused the trust
of his employer, although it was not so.

He did not receive his severance
pay—but he does have a thorough
knowledge of the Mexican jails. Mr.
Florance, who now lives in Phoenix
says about the Mexican legal system
that “‘It is probably the most corrupt
system in the world I know.”

The lawyers should be getting rich
with the new courts—excuse me—dis-
pute resolution panels set up under the
NAFTA, combined with the Mexican
legal system that many Americans will
be working with in private disputes.
According to yesterday's Roll Call
newspaper, there is excitement with
the great opportunities of a huge mar-
ket of 90 million people hungry for U.S.
goods.

There are too many questions that
are unanswered—but there is one thing
that is clear. With NAFTA we will have
increased service sector employment
with a new demand for more inter-
national lawyers—to represent the
plaintiff and defendent countries before
the dispute panels—to represent U.S.
businessmen running afoul of foreign
domestic laws and new business part-
ners who do not have to perform on any
U.S.-drafted contract.

It is remarkable to me that the pow-
erful proponents of NAFTA, are willing
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to bypass the U.S. courts. Some mem-
bers of the Congress and the Executive
seem willing to pass off both their own
power and that of the constitutional
power of the U.S. judiciary over to for-
eign representatives.

At the same time, no effort is being
made to secure and guarantee the pro-
tection of this Nation's law to its busi-
ness people, as they are being encour-
aged to move investments offshore.

Before any howls of criticism are
raised that the United States cannot
make any restructuring demands on
these governments as we go toward
economic integration of our economies,
be aware that the European Commu-
nity demanded that Greece rid them-
selves of a military dictatorship before
they were accepted by the EC.

It is not arrogance to acknowledge
that as flawed as our Government
sometimes appears, for most of the
world, our Republic-Democracy is the
model. We have committed our wealth
and, sometimes our men and women, to
spreading the message of the equality
of justice promised under our form of
government to the far corners of the
Earth.

And yet, we seem to be accepting
that one of our nearest neighbors and
possibly, closest economics partners,
can—with total disregard of American
standards of justice and fairness—take
advantage of U.S. citizens and, in some
cases, seize their assets.

It is amazing that as Mexico spends
millions trying to lobby the NAFTA
through this body that the Mexican na-
tional leadership is so arrogant and in-
sensitive to American values and pub-
lic opinion, that while the NAFTA is
being debated, such police-state treat-
ment is being visited among Americans
currently doing business in Mexico.

If this is good behavior—as the Mexi-
cans seek our support for this agree-
ment—what can we expect once it is a
done deal? We will never, at any point,
have more leverage than we now have
to demand a clean-up of the Mexican
system of justice. It is necessary to
protect our people, it is necessary to
help the average citizen of Mexico
whose access to fair courts and equal
justice is only as great as his pockets
are deep.

The only hopeful sign in any of these
foreign trade treaties is that the many
possibilities for challenges and suits
across international lines is such that
we maybe able to begin exporting our
oversupply of international lawyers to
the rest of the world.
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Madam Speaker, before I yield back
the balance of my time, I want to point
out that another chapter on NAFTA is
going to be discussed by a very able
Congresswoman, the gentlewoman
from Ohio [MARCY KAPTUR], who has
been a leader on this matter, and I
have been very, very pleased and proud
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to be working with her on this very
vital issue concerning this country.

NAFTA: A BAD DEAL FOR THE
UNITED STATES

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
MALONEY). Under a previous order of
the House, the gentlewoman from Ohio
[Ms. KaPTUR] is recognized for 60 min-
utes.

Ms. KAPTUR. Madam Speaker, I
wanted to compliment the gentle-
woman from Maryland, HELEN BENT-
LEY, for not only her excellent remarks
this evening and the type of original
research that has characterized her ca-
reer but for her absolutely stalwart op-
position to this current NAFTA accord.

I thank her for being vigilant on this
every single day that she has been here
and thank the people of Maryland for
having the wisdom to send her here to
the Congress of the United States.

It is a pleasure to work with her on
behalf of the American people.

Madam Speaker, tonight we are
joined here at the request of our major-
ity whip, the gentleman from Michigan
[Mr. BoNIOR], along with the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. STUPAK], and the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. BROWN], and
opponents of this current NAFTA ac-
cord. We are here to take some time
this evening to explain some facts to
the American people as they are listen-
ing in the quietude of their homes. We
appreciate their attention because no
more important economic issue could
come before us this year in the Con-
gress than in fact this proposed
NAFTA, [North American Free-Trade
Agreement]—and I hate to call it
“free'’ trade because there is a tremen-
dous cost.

In fact, tonight, Madam Speaker, we
are going to highlight some of the
costs that our taxpayers will be asked
to pay for in fact this agreement goes
through. But before I do that and the
gentlemen join with me, I wanted to
respond to an article in the New York
Times today about President Clinton
and some of the efforts being made in
Washington by the business elite of our
country to sell this accord to the
American people. I think it is so very
interesting because they are going to
be bringing in all the living former
Secretaries of State to come to Wash-
ington to try to convince the Members
of Congress that in fact this is a good
agreement.

Well, you know, the interesting thing
about bringing in Secretaries of State,
if you know anything about trade pol-
icy, that is the last department of the
Government of the United States of
America that knows anything about
trade policy. In fact, it is our very own
State Department that has sold Amer-
ican working men and working women
down the river for the last 30 years.

So I find it so interesting that some
of the very people who have been in-
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volved in the sellout of the economic
base of this country are now going to
try to come up here and explain to
those of us who represent communities
in America that have been hollowed
out exactly why they did that and why
it was so very good for us, when we
know it was exactly the opposite.

If you look at the numbers from 1820,
well over 100 years ago, to the present,
tariffs in this country have literally
come down to where they are almost
nonexistent as compared to other coun-
tries in the world.

So the United States is not a high-
tariff nation. In fact, we are the freest
trading nation in the world.

At the same time, though, high tar-
iffs have come down until about 1970,
when something very strange hap-
pened—it had not happened in this cen-
tury, only in the last century—
theUnited States began in the early
1970's to accumulate huge trade deficits
with our trading competitors around
the world. And it is not any secret, if
you go to the store today and you buy
a blouse or you go into the store for
even food or go to try to buy a car,
chances are probably 30 percent of the
time or maybe more than that item
will not be made in the United States.
You do not have to be a genius to fig-
ure that out. Most of that change has
come within the last 20 years when tar-
iffs came down to almost nothing and
trade policy was not shaped to meet
the economic realities of what that
meant.

So, with every major trading bloc in
the world, our Nation now has a trade
deficit. Certainly with Japan.

We have been hemorrhaging now for
over a decade. The American people
know it. We have tried to get a level
playing field with Japan. We cannot
get into that market; prices are three
times as high there as for goods manu-
factured here. It is really a closed mar-
ket. These very same people that they
are talking about bringing into Wash-
ington are the ones who stood watch
and let it happen to our country and to
our people.

So I will be very anxious to welcome
them here to the Congress of the Unit-
ed States and to ask them why is it
that in the last year of the paltry mil-
lion jobs created in this country, in
what categories have they been? They
have been in three categories: tem-
porary workers; that does not surprise
any person listening this evening who
is out there holding down two or three
jobs to try to keep their family fed,
roof over the head, and maybe buy
health insurance.

How about the field of health care?
We know many of those people in those
jobs are working for minimum wage.
Or the final category of job creation
has been in restaurant work. Now, I re-
spect people who work in all of those
fields. However, those are not the high-
est paying jobs that we can produce in
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this economy. It is no surprise that
America is now 16th in the world in
terms of what our people are being paid
for the work that they do.

So something fundamentally has
changed over the last 20 years in the
United States of America, and though
it is known on every main street in the
United States, why has it taken such a
long time for that knowledge to seep
into these hallowed halls of Congress,
and in fact within the fence of the
White House itself?

Now, the other interesting, tragic
thing that has happened, we have lost
millions of manufacturing jobs and
jobs in agriculture in this country, dur-
ing this same period of time.

If you talk to any farmer in this
country, they know that prices have
not gone up. In fact, the export mar-
kets have been flat. More imports have
been coming in from other countries in
terms of food shipped into this coun-
try.

So they are not benefitting from
what has happened over the last 20
years.

In manufacturing in America, we
have lost millions and millions and
millions of jobs. That is the reality
that the American people are living
with every day. Now, I find it interest-
ing that at the same time the people
who stood watch and let this happen,
we read on in this article and it says
that the proponents of NAFTA say that
if the United States does not sign this
agreement, by golly, Japan is going to
move in and displace us in the Mexican
market.

Well, Japan is a pretty good trader.
In fact, they beat us at the negotiating
table many times over. If Mexico is
such a good deal, I believe they would
have already taken it.

If you look at the numbers, Mexico
has a trade deficit with Japan already.
The only reason the limited Japanese
investment that is in Mexico now is
there is for one purpose: to manufac-
ture and ship right in here to the Unit-
ed States. That is why Nissan is poised
at the border down there, that is why
the Sony television plant, which I went
through 3 years ago, manufacturers
those big televisions, every single one
of those is destined for one market:
right here, in the good ole U.S.A.

I ask why should not those tele-
visions be made here? If they want to
ship them into our market, why put
that production somewhere else in the
world?

So I do not buy the argument that if
the United Stateswants to reshape this
agreement and have a different part-
nership with the nations of Latin
America, that if we do that we will
somehow disadvantage ourselves, be-
cause I think that with the low wages
there, the standard of living, most of
the other trading nations of the world
have taken a look at it and they know
the low level of per capita income in
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Mexico as well as many of the other
Latin American nations and they know
it would be extremely difficult to have
a trade agreement that would advan-
tage high-wage nations.

One of the other points that is made
in this article, the President of the
United States said, “You know, we
really shouldn't be worried about more
U.S. jobs relocating to Mexico. Why?
' Because these jobs could go anywhere
where there are low wages."” Well, they
could go to, well, Haiti. All of these
jobs could have gone to Haiti. The only
difficulty, I might say with all due re-
spect, is that Haiti is more than 15
minutes from the United States border.
And it is much easier to manufacture
in Tijuana, much easier to manufac-
ture in Matamoros or Renjosa or Ciu-
dad Juarez or many of these cities just
south of our border, Juarez; do it at a
very low wage rate and then just send
it in trucks up to the United States.
That is what this agreement is all
about.

So Ido not agree that the jobs will be
put out to these other nations. In fact,
some of them have been, but not really
very many. There are over 2,200 compa-
nies that are currently doing business
south of our border that used to do
business here, create jobs in the United
States, and they basically just put pro-
duction down there and then with a
bug U-turn send that production back
here into the United States. It is not
the development of a real new market
for our products.

0 2100

Now, tonight we are going to talk a
little bit not just about the fact that
we are losing our jobs and our job base,
and we have a city here in Washington
where people really have not under-
stood the change; but now they are
asking the taxpayers of the country to
pay for this accord.

And what are they asking for? Well,
first of all in the news last week was a
new type of financing facility that they
are calling the North American Devel-
opment Bank, the NAD Bank. It is not
really a bank. It is a financing facility
because of some clever language that
was put in the bill.

But what does it ask? It asks you,
the taxpayer, to take $225 million out
of general revenues, to put in the first
paid-in capital to this institution, to
this facility, and then with some addi-
tional paid-in capital they say will
come from Mexico, but we have not fig-
ured out how, since they have $106 bil-
lion callable. They have a debt right
now they owe to the big banks since
the World Bank where they are going
to get their share.

But anyway, somehow this money is
supposed to go in there, and then we
are going to bond up to a level of $20
billion.

So my question to the administra-
tion and to the authors of this bill is,
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where are you going to get the $225
million, and where are you going to get
the money to pay the interest on bonds
that you claim will be bonded up to a
level of $20 billion? It will not be cheap.

And what period will those bonds be
paid over? Are those 20-year bonds? Are
those 30-year bonds? Are they special
zero coupon bonds? Could you tell us a
little bit more about where we are sup-
posed to get the money to pay for this
bank?

Now, you saw that there was a big de-
bate here last week. The administra-
tion proposed that because of these ad-
ditional tariffs coming down, and there
are very few remaining with Mexico,
about the 5- or 10-percent tariff that re-
mains, there will be a loss of the U.S.
Treasury of $2.5 billion currently flow-
ing into our Treasury because of tariffs
on two-way trade between the United
States and Mexico.

Now, that will be gone. So how are
we going to make up the revenue for
these lost tariffs?

Now, the administration has to offset
that loss. They have got to do it by
finding new taxes or spending cuts.

And what have they offered? Well,
they tried to propose a doubling of the
international airline and ship pas-
senger tax. You can imagine how happy
that made the airlines. We got a few
phone calls here in Washington about a
week ago on that score. They talked
about doubling the customs fees for
commercial vehicles and trucks. That
does not make our trucking industry
very happy.

They have talked about doubling the
customs fees for trains.

They have also talked about cutting
Civil Service retirement benefits, and
there was a proposal in the Agriculture
Committee to cut the Mickey Leland
Childhood Hunger Relief Act.

Now, is that not interesting? In fact,
we are trying to figure out how to pay
for this bad deal by taxing our own
people or cutting the limited dollars
that we have to spend on domestic pro-
grams.

Now, the latest proposal out of the
administration is a package of tax in-
creases, spending cuts and accounting
maneuvers that the Wall Street Jour-
nal calls budgeting gimmicks. Here are
the latest ones.

They want to raise the international
passenger tax by 30 percent and impose
a new tax on travel from Canada to
Mexico. They thing they are going to
get $1.1 billion out of that.

They want to cut farm subsidies. I
would like to know which farm sub-
sidies they are going to cut, $182 mil-
lion there.

They want to shift bank transmittal
of employers’ tax payments to the IRS
up by one day, providing a revenue
gain on paper—that is one of those
phony budgeting accounting gimmicks
they use—of $1.4 billion they say they
will gain there—and they will allow the
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IRS to share data with Customs, pro-
viding a projected revenue gain there
of $140 million.

All of this is just the beginning, and
we know NAFTA will cost much, much
more.

I know my colleagues this evening
want to add some information to this,
but I think when you really start pry-
ing open this box of what it is going to
cost us, it is really a phenomenal fig-
ure which neither this administration
nor the past administration chose to
address in the body of the agreement
itself.

Madam Speaker, I yield now to the
gentleman from Michigan, Mr. BART
STUPAK, who has been such a hard
fighter on this, and thank the people of
Michigan for sending him here. What a
good choice.

. STUPAK. Madam Speaker, I
thank the gentlewoman for yielding to
me.

It certainly is a great opportunity
again to be here tonight to help edu-
cate our colleagues and the American
people on why NAFTA is such a bhad
deal for us.

Tonight I would like to discuss an as-
pect of NAFTA that has not been
talked about, although it directly af-
fects Michigan, Ohio, Pennsylvania,
and all the Great Lakes States. I want
to talk about a report that I just re-
ceived that says, “Down the NAFTA
Drain, Michigan Jobs in Great Lakes
Waters."

When I read this report that just
came into my office by the Employ-
ment Research Michigan Clean Water
Fund, I found some real interesting
things. So I went through the NAFTA
agreement, the volumes that we have,
to double check some of the statements
they made in here. It was quite an eye-
opener for me on how it would affect
Great Lakes water.

There has been a lot of debate about
the merits of NAFTA, and the gentle-
woman hit many of them here tonight.
There has been almost no discussion in
the United States of NAFTA’s possible
effect of transferring Great Lakes
water to Mexico.

This is not the case in Canada. We
know there has been a lot of debate in
Canada and Canada has already ap-
proved NAFTA, but in Canada there
was a real rage, if you will, over water
and what the NAFTA agreement would
do to Great Lakes water. Of course,
Canada is on our border there, on our
northern border and shares the Great
Lakes with us.

But really what NAFTA does is it
sets the stage for a large-scale export
of Great Lakes water to Mexico.

NAFTA could divert our Great Lakes
water because NAFTA fundamentally
undermines the existing protections
against diversion and the export of
Great Lakes water which currently ex-
ists.

Michigan, of course, the area I rep-
resent, northern Michigan, I am sur-
rounded by three of the Great Lakes.
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For over a decade the leaders of Michi-
gan and the Great Lakes States have
been united in a bipartisan effort to
prevent the artificial transfer of Great
Lakes waters.

Governor Miiliken back in the seven-
ties convened a regional summit on
Mackinaw Island in 1982 to address this
problem. Governor Blanchard and Gov-
ernor Engler followed Governor
Milliken and they went on down the
line joining a bipartisan effort to con-
trol the diversion of Great Lakes wa-
ters.

Since 1980, midwestern leaders along
with Canada have signed a regional
Great Lakes charter and agreement
among the Governors and the Canadian
Premier to limit diversion of Great
Lakes waters.

There was enacted in Congress the
U.S. Water Resources Act of 1986 which
gives the Governors of eight of the
Great Lakes States the right to veto
any proposed diversion of Great Lakes
waters.

They also rejected a few years ago a
significant proposed increase in the ex-
isting Chicago diversionof Great Lakes
waters in 1988 when the Governor of I1-
linois then proposed sending more
water down through the Chicago River
and through the Chicago diversion au-
thority.

The citizens of the Great Lakes have
supported the concept that Great
Lakes waters must remain in the Great
Lakes. In fact, some recent statistics
have shown that 80 percent oppose any
type of diversion of Great Lakes wa-
ters.

The Great Lakes is and remains one
of our region’s and one of our country’s
greatest resources.

These agreements that we have
made, the Great Lakes States with
Canada, have been necessary to protect
our waters from diversion, not just out
through Chicago, but also as we hear
periodically from our Southwestern
States; but now Michigan's current
Governor supports NAFTA.

Does that mean then that he sup-
ports the diversion of water out of the
Great Lakes?

The most important point about
NAFTA is that it promotes free trade
in our natural resources by limiting, it
limits the rights of Government to
enact measures restricting trade.

If you go to chapter 3 of the NAFTA
agreement, it sets out blanket prohibi-
tions against Government regulations
of natural resource trade. No Govern-
ment is permitted to regulate or to
prohibit the flow of natural resources,
including water. We are prohibited
from protecting our own water.

Specifically, article 309 of NAFTA
reads:

Parties may not adopt or maintaln any
prohibition or restriction on the Importation
of any good of another party or the expor-
tation of any good destined for another coun-
try.
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There is no clause in NAFTA, and I
challenge anyone to go through it,
there is no clause in NAFTA which ex-
empts water exports from these provi-
sions. In fact, water is subject to the
same requirements of goods as other
goods described in article 309.

Water is listed as an item in NAFTA.
Under 22.01 in the NAFTA tariff head-
ing as water is including natural or ar-
tificial mineral waters or aerated wa-
ters not containing added sugar or
sweetening material nor flavored ice or
SNOW.

This means Great Lakes waters. In
other words, all water that does not
have sugar or artificial sweetener or
ice or snow can be exported under
NAFTA. NAFTA could permit foreign
corporations to demand access to our
natural water resources.
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Therefore, Madam Speaker, this is no
longer Great Lakes water, but, without
any restrictions or tariffs, Great Lakes
water becomes the natural water of
Canada, the United States and Mexico.

Several other features of the NAFTA
agreement could directly influence ex-
isting protections against water diver-
sion. Some of these are article 302 of
NAFTA requires that parties cannot
increase or develop new duties on
items, including resources. So, we can-
not increase or develop new protections
for Great Lakes water under NAFTA.
Article 315 limits the rights of the par-
ties to restrict trade through duties,
taxes or other changes. All of this ap-
plies to our Great Lakes water.

In the simplest terms, Madam Speak-
er, the trade agreement articulates the
rules of trade that will restrict the
ability of our country and of our States
to regulate the export or diversion of
our water resources. NAFTA will facili-
tate trade by water by making it vir-
tually impossible under a toothless dis-
putes resolution process much like our
friend, the gentlewoman from Mary-
land [Mrs. BENTLEY], indicated about
the resolution process. It is a toothless
process, and, therefore, there would be
no way to protect our water supplies.

Is diversion a possibility? As my col-
leagues know, it certainly is. It is al-
ready happening legally and on a small
scale. I said earlier we divert water
through the Chicago River diversion
project, and it could easily happen on a
larger scale. The southwestern States
have repeatedly demanded Great Lakes
fresh water for their own use. Why
would Mexico not make the same de-
mand upon us?

I say to my colleagues, You don't
need a grand pipeline or huge engineer-
ing projects because we have currently
the Chicago diversion authority which
diverts 3,200 cubic feet of Great Lakes
water per second, and the Army Corps
of Engineers has calculated that the
Chicago diversion system could accom-
modate 8,700 cubic feet per second, if
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necessary. S0, in a limited amount of
time such an increase could lower lake
levels in Lake Michigan and Lake
Huron about half a foot. Should the
Government of Mexico lay claim to our
Great Lakes water, increased diversion
through Chicago would take Great
Lakes water into the confluence of the
Mississippi and Ohio Rivers where it
would meet wup with engineering
projects designed to take the water
over the border. Mexico will certainly
be likely to increase its demand for
fresh water.

The gentlewoman from Ohio [Ms.
KAPTUR] was down there. One of every
four Mexicans lack access to pure
water, and 55 percent of all the water
available in Mexico is being used for
urban, industrial, and agricultural pur-
poses. Mexico is ripe to become a net
importer of Great Lakes water.

So, what would this do to Michigan
and the Great Lakes States if they
said, ‘‘It's a natural resource, as de-
fined under NAFTA. You can't put up
any restrictions. Therefore we want
you to flow it through the existing au-
thority you have in Chicago and into
the confluence of the Ohio and Mis-
sissippi Rivers?"’ Well, in the Great
Lakes lower water levels can cause sig-
nificant problems with drinking water
intakes. Many of the cities I represent
in northern Michigan get their water
from the Great Lakes because it is still
pure quality drinking water. Lower
water levels would also affect our hy-
droelectric power production, our pro-
duction of hydroelectric power. Low-
ered water levels could dramatically
affect the navigation on the Great
Lakes and, of course, eventually the
Hudson Bay. Lower water levels can
damage valuable coastal wetlands of
the Great Lakes, affect our aguatic
life, fish, and wildlife.

Madam Speaker, and my friends, and
those listening to us at home tonight,
the majority of the people of theGreat
Lakes States are unaware that any of
this could happen under NAFTA. Many
of us who have been opposed to NAFTA
realized it, asked for some experts to
look into it, present a report, like they
have, to our offices. Much of the same,
much of the same people, are unaware
of the agreement, much like the gen-
tlewoman from Ohio [Ms. KAPTUR]
spoke about tonight, about $50 billion,
$50 billion just to implement this
agreement would come out of their
pockets. I hope that the people who
live and depend on the Great Lakes and
who enjoy the water and enjoy the
lakes for recreational, and tourism and
for their living are listening tonight.
This agreement, this NAFTA agree-
ment, is full of dead ends, back alleys
and will lead to a $50 billion foreign aid
package to the Salinas government, all
topped off with a cool glass of water
from the Great Lakes.

So, Madam Speaker, again I come to
the floor tonight, like we have for the
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last number of weeks, to urge our col-
leagues to say no to this NAFTA agree-
ment, and to study it and ask ques-
tions. Of course they cannot divert our
water, but when my colleagues read
the NAFTA agreement, and the defini-
tion of natural resources and the lack
of protection we, as States or regions
of the country would have to protect
our water resources, it can, and, be-
lieve me, it will.

Ms. KAPTUR. As my colleague
knows, I continue to be impressed with
the gentleman’s research surrounding
this proposed agreement, and I had not
focused on that particular item myself.
The gentleman is correct in having
traveled through Mexico and seeing the
limited amount of water available to
people, first in the border areas where
water is very scarce, and the collection
system is very rudimentary, and then
going into Mexico City and around
Guadalajara where lakes are literally
being drained, and they are worried
about where they are going to get their
water from. And take a look at how so
many of our natural resources, whether
it is timber or whatever, are shipped
down and turned into finished goods,
and, looking at how many of our food
processing facilities are moving down
there, I think that the issue the gen-
tleman raises is an exceedingly impor-
tant one, and also, if we wish to object
to water being on the table at all, he
says it is right in the agreement. The
convoluted procedure that we would
have to go through in the dispute set-
tlement section of the agreement
would mean that we would be tied up
with attorneys for years.

If we wish to lay claim to our own
water, as the gentlewoman from Mary-
land [Mrs. BENTLEY] mentioned it a lit-
tle earlier in the evening, the process
by which we will have to take that case
to the supernational body and then
wait for experts to decide for us would
literally preclude the people of Michi-
gan from speaking out on their own be-
half, and in fact their fate and the fate
of our lakes would be in the hands of
the Government of the United States
in this national superbody that would
be created, and the gentleman has
brought an extremely important issue
to the table and one that I hope will be
explored more as we move forward.

Mr. STUPAK. If the gentleman would
yield for a moment, again it is article
309 of the NAFTA agreement. I urge
my colleagues who may be listening to-
night to take a look at that and espe-
cially water being listed as item 22.01
in the NAFTA tariff heading. Obvi-
ously someone thought this through
and knew what they were doing. Other-
wise why would they even put it in the
agreement?

I cannot stand here in this body to-
night and swear that they are going to
be diverting water the day after
NAFTA is passed. Hopefully it does not
pass, but it is another issue that must
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be explored. I think it is another issue
which again demonstrates how hastily
this agreement was put together to
benefit so few while hurting the rest of
us, including our natural resources.

Ms. KAPTUR. As the gentleman
knows, one of the points I did want to
mention also, I referenced earlier this
NAD Bank, the North American Devel-
opment Bank, and, if one reads the leg-
islation that is proposed, and they see
who is eligible for the funds, most of
the dollars that would be available
through our taxpayers putting into
this bank and then the bonding author-
ity that goes with it would do very lit-
tle to clean up the environmental mess
in our region of the country that has
been left by industrial development
that was not supervised in both the
United States and Canada. We have 43
toxic hotspots on the Great Lakes
which we have been trying to clean up
over the years, many tributaries and
streams flowing into them that we are
tying to clean up, and I find it very of-
fensive as a Representative from a mid-
western State asking our people's tax
dollars to go into these efforts by the
Federal Government to then support
development in Mexico before we take
care of the problems we have in our
own region, and then to put on top of
that what the gentleman is saying,
that in act there is a threat to our
water, which we have been concerned
about for many, many years now, even
makes it more imperative that we de-
feat this particular NAFTA accord, and
I thank the gentleman from Michigan
[Mr. STUuPAK] for being with us this
evening.

0 2120

Congressman BROWN of Ohio I know
wanted to add some remarks. A real
leader, and someone who has been vigi-
lant, and I could say somewhat of a pit
bull on this issue. And it is good to
have some pit bulls down here, because
we certainly have too many people who
are faint in their support of any issue
here in Congress. And to find someone
who really follows through with his
convictions is very encouraging to me.

So welcome this evening. We thank
you for being with us.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Thank you for
yielding, and thank you. You have been
on this issue a lot longer than the gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. STUPAK]
and I put together. So thank you for
your work over the years on the whole
fast track, the whole free-trade agree-
ment with Mexico and Canada issue.

The gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
STUPAK] and others have given a whole
host of public policy reasons that
NAFTA is a bad idea, everything from
Great Lakes water, which affects cer-
tainly the three of us here, but also is-
sues such as food safety, truck safety,
jobs, environment, all of those issues
that clearly put us as a Nation—and,
frankly, Mexican workers too as a peo-
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ple—at a distinct disadvantage if this
agreement goes through.

One issue that is gaining more and
more attention, and is overriding in a
sense many of these other issues, is
simply the issue of cost. As you know,
NAFTA is a 350 billion new Govern-
ment program. The proponents play
this NAFTA math with their NAFTA
tax issue, the proponents will say it is
a $2.5 billion program because the
agreement requires under the budget
resolution, under the basic rules of
budgeting in the House of Representa-
tives, the agreement says that we only
have to come up with $2.5 billion in
revenues to pay for NAFTA.

What they are talking about is the
$2.5 billion in foregone tariff revenues
that we will lose at the border over the
next few years with NAFTA because we
have taken the trade barriers, if you
will, the tariffs down. So we lose $2.5
billion. Under budget rules of the
House of Representatives we have to
make that §2.5 billion up.

What they will not tell us, what they
do not want to deal with, what the peo-
ple for NAFTA are not even willing to
talk about, is the $10 billion the Gov-
ernor of Texas will ask for infrastruc-
ture building in that State to prepare
for the onslaught of NAFTA; the sev-
eral billion dollars that the Governors
of Arizona and New Mexico will ask
for; the probably $10 or $15 billion that
the Governor of California will ask for,
the money to clean up environmental
problems along the Texas-Mexican bor-
der, the Arizona-, the New Mexico-, and
the California-Mexican border. The
highest cancer rates in America are
among young children along the Rio
Grande in Texas and the poorest parts
of Texas there. The money we would
spend under NAFTA to clean those
areas up.

They are unwilling to talk about the
money it would cost for job retraining,
the hundreds of millions, probably bil-
lions of dollars, to retrain workers that
lost their jobs because of NAFTA. Be-
cause even money that the proponents
have said we need for job retraining,
they are implicitly or explicitly saying
ves, there is going to be job loss or dis-
location, and we need to come up with
money for that. Not to mention money
for welfare and schools in communities
where plants close down and move to
Mexico. Not to mention money for
more people in Customs along the bor-
der to monitor and check and search
the trucks going back and forth, all the
commerce going back and forth across
the border, having to check for more
potential drug activity because the
more vehicles that cross the border
going north into the United States, the
more chance there is that there will be
some illegal drug activity, as there is
now across the border.

All of those costs add up to a $50 bil-
lion new program. They do not want to
talk about it. All they are willing to
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talk about, the people who are for
NAFTA, is we only need $2.5 billion.
Even with that, here is the kind of
things they are asking for. They want
to double the international airline and
ship passenger tax. That does not af-
fect a lot of Americans, but it affects
people. It affects the prices of things
that are going back and forth.

Doubling the customs fee for com-
mercial vehicles and trucks. Doubling
the customs fees for trains. Cutting
civil service retirement benefits, which
affects large numbers of people. Cut-
ting the Mickey Leland Childhood Hun-
ger Relief Program. Why we would cut
that kind of program to fund some-
thing like the free-trade agreement is
beyond my understanding.

And it goes on and on and on with
other cuts, other taxes, and at the
same time they are only talking about
$2.5 billion, instead of the whole $50 bil-
lion program.

How are they going to come up with
that money? They are denying it even
exists, that the need will exist. And it
is fairly typical, again, of this NAFTA
math that they have engaged in to try
to get people's attention off the real
costs of this program.

The other issue I wanted to briefly
mention, if I could, is an issue that
more and more is brought up, and I
would just like to have, if you are will-
ing, kind of a conversation about that.

More and more, the one thing that
seems to work in this institution when
you do not have the facts on your side
on any kind of an economic issue, you
just bash Japan. If you cannot come up
with an answer, you just bash Japan.
And that is sort of what the pro-
NAFTA people are doing now.

They are saying the Japanese are sit-
ting on their perches like wvultures,
waiting to fly into Mexico if we defeat
NAFTA, because Salinas would love to
do business with the Japanese. The
Japanese will come in and do their
free-trade agreement with Mexico, and
they will take advantage of it, and
then the Japanese will have this whole
market.

The fact is, the Japanese want
NAFTA to pass, because the Japanese,
they do not care about Mexico as a
market, because Mexico is far away
from them. People in Mexico do not
have the money to buy Japanese goods.
They cannot buy computers. They can-
not buy electronic equipment. They
cannot buy records. They cannot buy
CD players. They cannot buy cars, be-
cause there is no middle class to speak
of in Mexico.

The Japanese do not want Mexico as
a market. They want Mexico as an ex-
port platform to make goods cheaply,
to avoid environmental regulations, to
pay low wages, to avoid job safety re-
quirements that they have in their own
country, to avoid child labor laws that
they have in their own country, build
these things in Mexico, bring their sup-
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pliers in for Honda and Toyota and all
of the various kinds of plants, manu-
facturing plants, that the Japanese
have in East Asia now, bring those into
Mexico, assemble everything more
cheaply, manufacture it and have their
suppliers there, and use that as an ex-
port platform to come into the United
States and sell under price here. They
do not have any tariffs if they do that.

So if NAFTA passes, then the Japa-
nese and the South Koreans come to
Mexico, I will say it one more time,
come to Mexico, and they can very in-
expensively build all kinds of products
in Mexico, sell them into the United
States, and basically undercut Amer-
ican manufacturers.

They do not have any tariff which
they would have to pay, unlike when
they sell through the Port of Los Ange-
les or through Seattle or San Francisco
or any way they come into the country
nowadays.

NAFTA is a bad deal in a lot of ways.
It is a bad deal because it is a $50 bil-
lion new Government program. It is
also a bad deal because it is going to
allow the Japanese to backdoor into
this country and beat us on all kinds of
products that we are finally competing
well with the Japanese now, because
we build cars that are better than the
Japanese. We do a lot of things again
better than the Japanese. And we are
giving them an advantage that they
have no right to have, and we are giv-
ing them an advantage that is simply
just putting us under, and there is just
no sense in doing it.

Ms. KAPTUR. You know, I am so
glad that the gentleman brought up
the point, because I think one of the
most frustrating parts of this entire
NAFTA exercise is that the entire ex-
ecutive branch of our Government is
consumed with this deal. It is a flawed
agreement. It was not negotiated prop-
erly in the first place.

But at the same time, as you see the
President hosting these export shows
on the White House lawn and execu-
tives of the United States flying in to
the White House, and secretaries of
state being brought to Washington, et
cetera, at the same time, Japan is eat-
ing our lunch.

We are out of focus on where we need
to be moving in terms of trade policy.
The gentleman is absolutely correct,
Japan, they are extremely competent
in terms of international trade. They
are poised already. The facilities are
there in Mexico. Not to really sell to
the Mexican people, because they do
not earn enough to buy those big tele-
visions that I saw being manufactured
at Sony, or they do not have enough
funds to buy the automobiles that Nis-
san will manufacture, But all that will
be sent to the United States.

But it is troubling to me that the
trade talks that we have tried for now
since 1985 with Japan to get a focus on
by the President of the United States,
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has completely fallen off the table as
we are spending all this time to put to-
gether this sort of an agreement which
has all these problems, and we are
hemorrhaging again with Japan in
terms of more imports coming into our
country than our exports going over
there.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. If the gentle
lady will yield, in addition to the kind
of lobbying that corporate America is
doing, we have heard on this floor so
many times the Mexican Government
has spent $30 billion, 330 billion, to
lobby this Congress to pass NAFTA.
Never in history has a country spent
that kind of money to lobby the elect-
ed officials in another country. At the
same time, USA NAFTA, a group of the
largest American corporations, compa-
nies where top management and major
stockholders will in fact benefit from
NAFTA, at the expense of the rest of
us, they are lobbying hard.
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They are calling people in their dis-
tricts. They are corporate people that
are coming here all the time, the peo-
ple from the largest corporations in
America are coming here lobbying
every day, talking to all of us, even
talking to Members like the gentle-
woman from Ohio [Ms. KAPTUR] and
me, who are against this agreement.
They are pulling out every stop.

The other thing that is happening in
this agreement, in the lobbying efforts
for this agreement, is not just corpora-
tions spending huge amounts of money
putting ads on TV, not just the Mexi-
can Government hiring all kinds of
people all over the country, all kinds of
lobbyists to try to convince all of us to
vote for NAFTA, the other thing they
are doing is they are finding all kinds
of little ways to convince Members of
Congress to vote for this.

I will make you a deal here on the citrus
problem for South Florida, maybe we will do
a little favor for citrus, if you agree to vote
for NAFTA.

A new one they have done, which is
real interesting, is they have really
loaded this whole thing up with pork.
This agreement now has all kinds of
little things that American taxpayers
are going to pay for. I mentioned the
$50 billion. Included in that are one in
particular that is real interesting
which is $10 million for a little univer-
sity in Texas or a little college. It is a
$10 million school that they are going
to call a trade center. And this world
trade center, NAFTA trade center, is
going to be a school to teach all of us
and to study more about how trade is
affecting us as a nation, how trade be-
tween Mexico and the United States is
playing, what it means to us, how to
prepare for it, all these kinds of things,
things that the private sector is now
doing, that our great university system
in this country is doing both private
and public.



27310

It is basically a payoff to some people
in Texas. I do not know who exactly,
but people in Texas, give them some-
thing to get some more Texas Members
of Congress to vote for this. That is
happening all over the country; $10
million for a world trade school, that is
the kind of thing they are loading up
with this pork. That is one reason it
adds up to 850 billion.

There are things in this that we are
not even going to know about, because
the deals will be cut somewhere else.
While we are debating this issue, some
Members of Congress are being offered,
not personally for their own benefit, I
do not mean anything sleazy, but
things for their district. **We will give
you this, if you vote with us.” It is un-
seemly. It is the kind of thing that
when the proponents of NAFTA get
desperate, they try anything.

They are behind. They are behind be-
cause the American people are out-
raged about this. The passion on the
side of the opposition, as you know
from your travels around Ohio and this
country, people are against it. People
do not like it. People know it is a bad
deal. It does not smell good. People
know we have to defeat it. That is why
we get so many letters and why we are
winning this issue.

Ms. KAPTUR. I think what is really
so sad is that when you have an issue
that is of such consequence to the con-
tinent, that whether it is Lee Iacocca,
whose largest personal asset is his
shares in Chrysler Corp. and, therefore,
his interests are clear and he would sell
the continent down the tubes for his
own personal financial gain, or whether
it is a project in Texas or whether it is
some deal they are trying to cut with
citrus or with steel or with sugar or
whatever it might be, I think what is
really disheartening is that we want to
do what is right for the people of the
continent, for the next century. People
who are involved in that kind of horse
trading and pork are looking at
through such a very narrow lens. What
might be good in one narrow instance,
not what is good for all.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. To do what is
right is to do some things in this trade
agreement that would uplift both coun-
tries. I do not think any of us, the gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. STUPAK],
the gentleman from New Hampshire
[Mr. SWETT], sitting here, he has talked
about this issue from time to time,
you, as a leader in this, all of us have
talked about how we do not like this
agreement, but there could be a good
agreement with Mexico that we could
craft.

The proponents in this debate have
never really played hardball except
trying to get votes in Congress, never
played hardball to get a good agree-
ment.

A friend of mine last night, in Elyria,
a fellow by the name of Ken Rothgery,
suggested to me, “Why don't you sug-
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gest in this agreement that perhaps
any American company that goes to
Mexico, all they have to do is pay the
American minimum wage, that is the
only requirement you put on them. If
they are going to go down there, pay
the American minimum wage of $4 an
hour."” It would mean fewer of them
would go, but it would also mean that
it would raise the standard of living
there. Other Mexican companies would
have to begin to pay more. And we
would end up creating a middle class in
Mexico over time that could, in fact,
turn around and buy things from New
Hampshire and Ohio. That is what we
need to do, find a way in this agree-
ment, long term, to do what is best for
everybody instead of best for this very
narrow slice of the American elite soci-
ety or the Mexican elite society.

Ms. KAPTUR. The gentleman raises
a good point. particularly in the area
of the export sector, that type of pro-
posal would make so much sense where
we could actually begin to develop a
real middle class in Mexico where peo-
ple could purchase goods, whether
those goods are made in Mexico or
made here.

What was interesting, I listened to
President Salinas of Mexico on the tel-
evision the other night. I listened very
carefully when he talked about wages,
because the interviewer, David Frost,
asked him, what about wages going up
in Mexico. And the president of Mexico
said, well, I have this proposal to tie
wages to productivity, which sounds
very good at first blush, but then when
you look, No. 1, it is not in the body of
the agreement. And No. 2, even if you
try to tie wages to productivity, Mexi-
can wages are so low, if the people
down there work their hearts out and
double their productivity, their wages
might go up to $2.50 an hour and so if
you really think about the numbers
and you talk about NAFTA math, try-
ing to lie with NAFTA math, you can
see that those are just fancy words.
But people really do not want to
change the way that they are doing
business.

Madam Speaker, I yield to the gen-
tleman from New Hampshire [Mr.
SWETT].

Mr. SWETT. Madam Speaker, I ap-
preciate the opportunity to come down.
I was listening to you from my office
on C-SPAN., I want to commend all 3 of
you for carrying on this debate.

I think that this is an important
issue to be talking about. I wanted to
bring a little bit larger perspective,
and I think this is one that you will ap-
preciate, because you and I have
worked so closely on European par-
liament issues. We are seeing here the
formation of a Western Hemisphere
equivalent to the European Par-
liament, much smaller in scale, being
three countries as opposed to the 12
who make up the European Commu-
nity. But if you stop and you realize

November 3, 1993

that in the last 5 years max, probably
closer to 4 or 3 years of actual sub-
stantive debate, we have been negotiat-
ing with Canada and Mexico to bring
forward an open market between those
three countries.

Compare that with the 12 countries
in Europe, which took 37 years to get
not even as far along as what we are
trying to do with the NAFTA. Once
again, to realize that we may be going
at this a little too quickly.

I certainly agree that free trade is a
goal that we should all shoot for here
in the Western Hemisphere. I think
that the whole idea of free trade is a
very good one, but fair trade is a very
important component in that.

I wanted to bring out not only the
fact that fast track really has not
worked, and I have to admit that I was
one of those Members who supported
fast track when it first came through.
But I have since realized that it closed
down the system, and it limited debate.
And it ultimately allowed decisions to
be made outside of the view of Congress
and outside of the view of the public
and those groups that it was going to
impact the most.

What I have also come to recognize
has been what I have come to call the
Chicken Little syndrome in Washing-
ton, where we seem to be managing by
crisis. All of a sudden this is the
NAFTA. This is the onlyNAFTA that
we will never be able to enact. I think
that that is a fallacy in itself, because
what I have seen over the short time
that I have been in Congress, since
1990, and I have no prior experience to
judge from, what I have seen is a body
that goes into convulsions when it
comes close to time to vote on a par-
ticular legislation, that you begin to
think that there is absolutely no re-
course if that legislation fails and,
therefore, it has to pass.

What I would like to suggest, and I
think that my good colleague, the gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. BROWN] was be-
ginning to get into this whole area,
that we have solutions that we can
offer that will improve the NAFTA and
that we cannot end with this one vote
where NAFTA goes down but, rather,
resurrect something from the ashes,
like a phoenix, and go on with a much
more improved NAFTA that ultimately
serves as a template from which the
Latin American countries south of
Mexico can draw upon to craft their
free-trade agreements that will ulti-
mately lead to a Western Hemisphere
free-trade agreement.
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I think those are the things that
many people in the public need to un-
derstand, that we are not here to de-
stroy this trade agreement, we are here
to make it better. I think the sugges-
tions by the gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
BROWN] are a very good start.

I think also the comparisons that we
have heard made with Japan are great
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lessons to be drawn from, because if
Japan were to go into this, and they
are certainly waiting like vultures on
the branches of the trees that over-
shadow the Mexican economy, and they
are going to swoop down and use this
as a platform to launch into the Amer-
ican market.

If they were to engage in this kind of
agreement, I think what they would be
doing is the reverse of what we have
done here in this country with regard
to the NAFTA. I think if we are truly
interested in improving the environ-
ment and labor protection, we would be
setting up a situation where we are
asking for character change before the
carrot is given. I think what we see
happening in the NAFTA as it is cur-
rently crafted is the giving of the car-
rot before the character change is dem-
onstrated.

This country has done this time and
time again in foreign policy, I think
with regard to trade, most particu-
larly. We have seen it used and abused
in this way with most favored nation
status for any number of countries
where we expect, out of the goodness of
our hearts, maybe, out of the naiveté
of our foreign policy, maybe, or just be-
cause that is something that we would
like to think will happen, that a coun-
try is going to change its behavior
after we have given them what they
are asking for.

I think this is a chance for us finally
to take a stand and say, "Let us put
this in place and offer milestones to
Mexico that will ensure that they are
making progress in the right direction.
Let them take their tariffs down. Let
us gradually remove our tariffs as they
demonstrate that they are able to ac-
commodate those protections for the
environment and for labor.™

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Will the gen-
tleman yield on that?

Mr. SWETT. I am happy to yield to
the gentleman from Ohio.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. That is exactly
right. What Ms. KAPTUR said in her dis-
cussion about Salinas saying, ‘*Maybe
we will link wages to productivity,”
there is nothing in the agreement.

As the gentleman from New Hamp-
shire [Mr. SWETT] said, you don't give
away the store, I guess he used a dif-
ferent metaphor, but you don't give
away the store. You just don't give
them the store and then say, “Would
you agree to do this?"”

Clearly if wages are going to be high-
er in Mexico, if we are going to see the
wages go up, if we are going to see a
minimum wage, if we are going to see
worker safety requirements, we have to
get that in the agreement, not just get
a pat on the head from President Sali-
nas and a wink and nod saying, “We
will do these things once we sign this
agreement."’

The gentleman talked about produc-
tivity. Mexican wages in the last dozen
yvears have gone down 30 percent while
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productivity in Mexico has gone up 40
percent. That is why NAFTA will not
work, is that wages will not rise in
Mexico with this more investment,
with more American and Japanese and
Korean investment in Mexico. Wages
will not rise because the Government
will not let those wages rise.

We need major parts of this agree-
ment on a minimum wage, better envi-
ronmental agreements, better free
elections. We need in this agreement
things such as guarantees for labor
unions to organize and bargain collec-
tively, things like that. That is what
will create the middle class there.

Mr. SWETT. I want to point out to
the American public that there is a
large number of very committed Mem-
bers of Congress who want to continue
the negotiations, and we are going to
fight tooth and nail to see that this
agreement is improved, and that we
will continue the process, because we
understand that this is not the end of
the world. The sky is not falling. This
is a continuum. This is a negotiation
that ultimately can be improved.

I appreciate the gentlewoman from
Ohio [Ms. KAPTUR] offering me the op-
portunity to discuss this.

Ms. KAPTUR. I am just so thankful
that the gentleman came here this
evening and joined us in this effort, be-
cause, first of all, let me say to the
gentleman from New Hampshire [Mr.
SWETT] that his hard work with the Eu-
ropean Parliament, I think, adds spe-
cial credence as we move into this de-
bate, because the gentleman has sat
through the meetings, the gentleman
has seen the developments there, the
gentleman has watched the integration
of Spain and Portugal and Greece, and
now the efforts to try to move the na-
tions of Eastern Europe and Central
Europe into that major market.

Through all of it, there has been at
the fundamental, at the base of it all,
a commitment to democratic reform,
and that each of those nations must be
functioning democracies before they
enter the market, so the principles of
democracy were at the very base. They
were not forgotten, as they are in this
agreement. In fact, this agreement is
silent on issues that concern political
freedom.

I quoted earlier today on the floor a
statement by John Kennedy when the
Alliance for Progress was envisioned,
when we were all very young, and he
talked about economic development in
and of itself not being sufficient with-
out political liberty and freedom, and
that that had to be the base of any re-
lationship in this hemisphere, set of re-
lationships.

I think you have brought that out,
and you have talked about political
structures, you have talked about so-
cial structures, you have talked about
economic structures that have to be
brought together. The tragedy of this
agreement, and I think we all feel this,
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for those of us who have a history in
working in the international realm, we
know that this agreement would not
even get a C-plus in any class that we
would take on how to put this to-
gether.

We just want the chance to do it
right, and this truly is the first post-
cold war trade agreement that this Na-
tion will sign, and for this hemisphere,
it is absolutely precedent-setting.

The kind of care you wish to take, I
think, and the good job that you would
do, I know, because you would appre-
ciate the architecture of it all, would
make a major contribution to the 2lst
century.

I yield to the gentleman from Michi-
gan [Mr. STUPAK], if he wanted to add
something at this point.

Mr. STUPAK. Not at this point. I
just appreciate the opportunity of
being here tonight. We have had a good
discussion, a wide-ranging discussion
from water to jobs to employment to
wages to the very true fact that was
probably not brought out by our friend,
the gentleman from New Hampshire
[Mr. SWETT], that we are not against
free trade. we are not against fair
trade, but those are the two keys, free
and fair, which are not found in this
agreement.

As we dig more and more, every
night or every week when we have
these special orders, we find more and
more flaws in this NAFTA agreement.
It has been fast-tracked, but it is im-
portant for those of us who oppose it
and for our colleagues who are listen-
ing not to get fast-tracked with it, but
to dig into it to find the insidious parts
of NAFTA which will hurt this coun-
try.

Ms. KAPTUR. As we went and trav-
eled through Mexico and we met with
many of the leaders who care very
much, not just about economic growth
but they care about democracy, and
they care about social charters and
human rights in that country, they lit-
erally begged us, and many of them
met with us privately, in secret, so
their names would not be revealed, be-
cause they were fearful for their own
lives, for their families, for their jobs.
They could not speak freely in that
country.

They begged us to put up the kind of
fight we are putting up here tonight.
Many of those people of allpolitical
persuasions in Mexico would join us in
a common effort to put together a con-
tinental accord that we could look
back on, and our children could look
back on, and be very proud of. We know
this one is not it, but we hope that we
will be able to defeat this current
NAFTA so we can go back to the draw-
ing boards and do it right for the sake
of the future of the hemisphere.

I want to thank the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. BROWN], the gentleman from
New Hampshire [Mr. SWETT], and the
gentleman from Michigan [Mr,
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STUPAK]. I also want to thank the gen-
tlewoman from Maryland [Mrs. BENT-
LEY] for having been here earlier this
evening.

I see the gentleman from Vermont
[Mr. SANDERS] here, who held a tre-
mendous rally in Vermont this past
week which made national headlines,
and we thank him very much.

EXCHANGE OF SPECIAL ORDER
TIME

Mr. BOEHNER. Madam Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent to exchange
my time with that of the gentleman
from New York [Mr. SOLOMON].

Mrs. MALONEY. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Ohio?

There was no objection.

———

SHALL THE UNITED STATES
ADOPT A SINGLE-PAYER CANA-
DIAN-STYLE HEALTH CARE SYS-
TEM?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. BOEHNER] is rec-
ognized for 60 minutes.

Mr. BOEHNER. Madam Speaker, dur-
ing the next hour you will witness the
first Lincoln-Douglas-style debate to
be held here on the House floor. This
debate is sponsored by the Conserv-
ative Opportunity Society, a group of
activist conservative Members of the
House, and the Progressive Caucus, a
Member organization that is dedicated
to forwarding a progressive agenda.

This is the first of many debates
these two groups will be sponsoring.
We hope these debates will provide our
colleagues and the American people
with an informative and critical pres-
entation on issues of national concern.

Tonight's debate will focus on the
issue of health care, and the debate
will be the following. The question
shall be: Shall the United States adopt
a single-payer Canadian-style health
care system?

A single-payer health care system is
defined as one in which the Govern-
ment pays and administers health care
for all its citizens. Speaking in favor of
the resolution is the gentleman from
Washington, JiM McDERMOTT, and the
gentleman from Vermont, BERNIE
SANDERS.

The gentleman from Wyoming, CRAIG
THOMAS, and the gentleman from Illi-
nois, DENNY HASTERT, will speak
against the resolution.
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The format provides for opening
statements by each debater, a cross-ex-
amination period where each team will
have a chance to ask and respond to
questions, rebuttals from each team,
and closing remarks.

I will be the moderator for this first
debate and will yield time to each of
the debaters.
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We begin the debate with 3'%2-minute
opening statements from each of the
participants, each of whom will speak
according to the agreed-upon format.

I yield to the gentleman from Wash-
ington [Mr. MCDERMOTT] to start our
debate.

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Madam Speaker,
last week the President came to this
body and brought a health care reform
proposal in which he announced that
he would not sign into law any bill
that did not provide universal coverage
for all Americans with a very generous
package. Now single-payer is the only
proposal that guarantees free choice of
provider and assures that you do not
have to change your current health
care arrangement. It breaks the link
between insurance and employment.
The Congress would define a benefit
package and provide the finanecing.

Doctors and hospitals, on the other
hand, remain entirely in private hands.
They would not be employees of the
Government or insurance companies.
You would go to your doctor and the
State would pay your bills on your be-
half, just like an insurance company
does today.

The difference is that universal cov-
erage is guaranteed no matter where
you live, no matter for whom you
work, how much money you have. The
cost control is real, and 25 cents of
every dollar spent on administrative
waste due to the inefficiencies and
marketing costs of private insurance
companies is eliminated totally. That
money is then used for health care de-
livery.

Single payer is the cheapest form of
health care reform and the plan that
will leave the most money in the pock-
ets of the citizens of this country.
Every other industrialized country in
the Western World has used some form
of single payer to guarantee coverage
and to contain costs. We should accept
no less in this country. We can do any-
thing better than any other country
and we ought to be about it.

Now what do Americans want from
health care reform? They want univer-
sal coverage so they do not have to
worry any more about who is in and
who is out and if the problem they
have is covered. They want health care
that provides free choice of provider,
that is affordable. They want to end to
unnecessary administrative costs that
are devouring our resources and can be
used to deliver health care.

We spend $70 billion a year in unnec-
essary administrative costs in our sys-
tem. They want stable and comprehen-
sive benefits. Single payer is the only
road-tested plan that delivers these
goals for the American people.

Mr. BOEHNER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Wyoming [Mr. THOMAS].

Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming. Madam
Speaker, let me restate again the ques-
tion. That is should the United States
adopt a single-payer Canadian-style
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health care system? That is the issue
we are talking about. So let me open
by stating what this debate is not
about.

We are not debating whether to have
universal coverage and universal ac-
cess. We agree all Americans should
have the opportunity for coverage. The
question is whether you achieve that
with a Canadian-style system, and with
it the serious systemic problems that
it would cause.

We know the diagnosis for America’s
health care woes. It is the proposed
cure of a single-payer system that we
believe is a faulty treatment for the
American people. We are debating the
weaknesses and the failings of the Ca-
nadian system, and all of us know
those failings exist—rationing, high
costs, technological shortages, sub-
standard care, particularly in rural
areas, huge tax burdens, the lack of
money committed to research.

Three of us here who are involved in
this debate tonight at the same time
all visited Canada together and we
looked specifically at the single-payer
system. The fact is that Americans
under such a system would be left out,
overtaxed, and forced to accept sub-
standard health care.

The bottom line is this: A socialized
program is not the answer to America's
health care problems. We know that by
looking at Canada. We know that by
looking at our own problems.

Right now we have 60 million people
under single-payer, three times as
many as Canada in Medicare and Med-
icaid. They are a single payer system
which no one can hold up as a shining
example of health care efficiency or
quality. Indeed, if it were not for the
other system for the shifting of costs,
that system would have collapsed. Pa-
tients, providers, and program adminis-
trators alike universally say these gov-
ernment programs have big problems
and cannot deliver health care as well.

The inherent virtue of socialism is
equal sharing of misery, and that is ex-
actly, my friends, what we have. And
that is what socialized medicine gives

us.

Philosophically this country has a
choice: Should the United States adopt
a single-payer system, socialism, or
not? That is what we are debating here
this evening, socialized medicine and
bigger government, bigger taxes.

None of these things are what Ameri-
cans say they want, and as their elec-
tive representatives we must respect
that. In yesterday's election people
proved that conclusively.

Should we adopt a single-payer Cana-
dian-style system? Absolutely not. We
need an American-style system. One
that fits Canada will not fit America.
One that fits all sizes fails, especially
when the country has 10 times as much
population, 10 times as many people as
does Canada. We are a different coun-
try. We have a different ethic. We do
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not need another country’s bad idea of
something so vital and so important to
the American people as their health

care.

Mr. BOEHNER. Madam Speaker, I
yield to the gentleman from Vermont
[Mr. SANDERS].

Mr. SANDERS. Madam Speaker, let
me begin by asking a simple guestion,
and that is do we believe, as the Cana-
dians do, and as most industrialized na-
tions do, that health care is a right of
all people, or do we believe that quality
health care should be a privilege of
wealth? The more money you have, the
better health care you receive. In other
words, do we want to continue the cur-
rent inequitable system which says
that if you are rich, you can receive
some of the best medical care in the
world, but if you are working class, or
poor, tough luck. You, your kids, and
your parents will not have the same
opportunity for long life, for good
health, as those people who have the
money. That is really the heart of this
debate, and let me be very clear about
my point of view on this issue.

I object strenuously to any health
care system which says that the chil-
dren of family farmers or factory work-
ers in my State of Vermont who do not
have a lot of money should get second-
class care compared to those people
who are wealthy. The only health care
system which treats all citizens alike,
and which provides quality health care
to all people, regardless of their in-
come, and without out-of-pocket ex-
penses, is the single-payer Canadian-
style system, which is why I am fight-
ing hard for that system in Vermont
and for our Nation.

The Canadian single-payer system,
which is administered at the Provincial
level, is not a perfect system, but in
terms of access, in terms of simplicity,
in terms of comprehensive care, in
terms of cost containment, it works far
better than our system does, and in
terms of support from the people it is
far more popular in their country than
our nonsystem is in our country.

Let me briefly compare the two sys-
tems. Today in the United States, de-
spite the fact that 37 million Ameri-
cans including 9% million children
have no health insurance, despite the
fact that 50 million Americans are
underinsured, despite the fact that sen-
ior citizens today pay out of pocket a
higher percentage of their limited in-
comes on health care than they did be-
fore Medicare, despite the fact that we
have one of the highest rates of infant
mortality in the industrialized world,
far higher than Canada, despite the
fact that we have a lower lifespan than
almost any other industrialized nation
including Canada, despite all of that,
the United States today spends 40 per-
cent more per capita on health care
than do our Canadian neighbors, who
have a high-quality, comprehensive,
universal health care system.
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Let me describe very briefly how,
with a single-payer system, we can pro-
vide quality health care to every man,
woman, and child in this country with-
out spending one penny more than the
$900 billion we are currently spending.

First, by eliminating the 1,500 pri-
vate insurance companies whose only
function is to make money, not to pro-
vide health care, we can, according to
the General Accounting Office, save an
estimated 10 percent of our health care
costs, some $90 billion.
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Under single-payer system, every-
body has the same card, everybody
goes to the doctors and to the hospitals
of their choice and bills are paid by a
single public agency, with a minimum
of paperwork.

The uncomplicated Canadian health
care system costs 11 percent to admin-
ister, compared to our cost of 24 per-
cent. Every day in our country more
and more bureaucrats, insurance exam-
iners, lawyers and bill collectors are
getting into the system, and they are
costing us a fortune. There are enor-
mous savings in the simplicity and uni-
versality of the Canadian plan that we
should be enjoying as well.

Further, single-payer system nego-
tiates and limits the fees that doctors
can charge. The result, medical proce-
dures, whether it is an appendectomy
or a coronary bypass, are significantly
less expensive in Canada than they are
in the United States. In fact, we are 72
percent higher in the United States.

Mr. BOEHNER. Madam Speaker, I
now yield to the gentleman from Illi-
nois [Mr. HASTERT].

Mr. HASTERT. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding.

Madam Speaker, as a member of Con-
gress from the Land of Lincoln, it is an
honor to participate in this first Lin-
coln-Douglas debate.

We are here tonight to debate the
issue of America adopting a Canadian-
style, government-run health care sys-
tem.

Adopting the Canadian health care
system sounds attractive to Americans
who are concerned about the sky-
rocketing costs and the millions of
Americans who lack insurance. The Ca-
nadian model appears to solve both
these problems. Everyone is covered
and services are free. It sounds great.

But as H.L. Mencken would say,
“There is always an easy solution to
every human problem * * * [and it is]
neat, plausible, and wrong.' The same
is true with the Canadian model.

Briefly, to describe the Canadian sys-
tem: It is a universal, tax-financed
health insurance system. All Canadians
have access, without charge, to physi-
cian services; all residents must be cov-
ered and enrolled; and all plans are ad-
ministered and operated by the provin-
cial government.

The flaws with this approach fall into
two categories. First, the Canadian
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system has no mechanism to control
costs. Since all services are free, con-
sumers have no reason to prudently
purchase services. And since all hos-
pitals are given a set budget, regardless
of the quality of care delivered, there is
no incentive for them to adopt innova-
tive and cost efficient improvements.
The second flaw is that politicians and
bureaucrats will decide how much
health care is delivered—not patients
and doctors.

And all we need to do is look at Can-
ada to see what problems these struc-
tural flaws cause.

Proponents of a single-payer system
will say that such a system controls
costs more effectively. The facts tell
another story.

As this first graph shows, from 1967
to 1987 real per capita health care
spending actually increased faster in
Canada than in the United States.

Canadian fans also point to the sta-
tistic that Canada spends less of its
GNP on health care than the United
States. But comparing these two frac-
tions is like comparing apples to or-
anges. When talking about Canadian
expenditures, the number doesn’t in-
clude capital spending and R&D costs
to the same extent the United States
number does, nor does it include ex-
penses for dental care, prescriptions,
ambulance service, private hospital
rooms and eyeglasses. It doesn't take
into account the fact that the United
States population is slightly older, nor
that the United States has a much
higher violent crime rate, heavier ille-
gal drug use and a greater incidence of
AIDS than Canada.

National health care advocates al-
ways talk about the huge administra-
tive savings that would be realized if
the government would take over our
health care system. While a single set
of rules, forms and billing policies
would save some money, the savings
would not be enough to pay for the sys-
tem. It's important to realize that the
Canadian data used in the comparisons
did not include many indirect costs as-
sociated with the system such as facili-
ties and equipment.

In addition, roughly half of provider
administrative costs in the United
States are attributed to functions that
would be largely unaffected by chang-
ing reimbursement methods. These in-
clude peer review organizations and
Federal quality control regulations. It
is highly unlikely that these programs
and their costs would disappear.

Also, the litigious nature of Amer-
ican society also contributes to higher
overhead. Health care providers must
spend large amounts of money on docu-
mentation, risk management, quality
assurance, legal fees and medical li-
ability premiums.

The second set of problems stem from
the inefficiencies of having the govern-
ment decide how all the money is
spent. Health care is too complex and
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too sensitive to local needs for Wash-
ington to have all the answers.

The Canadian system relies on gov-
ernment controls such as caps of ex-
penditures, limits on high-tech equip-
ment and on physician supply. This has
led to artificial shortages of critical
personnel and equipment. As this sec-
ond graph shows, government control
of hospital capital and operating budg-
ets limits the adoption of medical tech-
nology in Canada.

On a per capita basis, the United
States has more diagnostic equipment
and facilities than Canada. It is impor-
tant that Americans realize that Cana-
dians hold health care costs down by
denying services, not by using re-
sources efficiently. This third graph
shows how long patients have to wait
in British Columbia for these routine
procedures. Such waiting lists would be
totally unacceptable to Americans—in
fact they'd almost be considered
grounds for malpractice. How many
Americans really believe that the gov-
ernment is more efficient than the pri-
vate sector.

To conclude, I would like to tell you
about a Canadian woman who was vis-
iting Illinois with her husband. He was
admitted to a local hospital with a
blood clot, but because he was scanned
with an MRI they soon discovered a
tumor. When arrangements were made
to fly back to Canada, they discovered
that he could not be seen by a doctor
for 3 weeks and radiation treatment
could not begin for a week after that.
He stayed in Illinois and received
treatment right away. She wrote a let-
ter to her local newspaper saying she
had always felt good about the Cana-
dian system, until she realized it
wasn't there when she needed it.

Canadians can come to the United
States when they need quality care in
a timely manner. Where will Ameri-
cans go if our Government starts run-
ning the entire show? Mexico?

Mr. BOEHNER. Madam Speaker, we
now move on to that portion of our de-
bate where we do cross-examination.
Again, following the agreed-upon for-
mat, participants have 30 seconds to
ask a question of a specific opposing
Member. That Member then has 2 min-
utes to answer, to be followed by a 30-
second rebuttal by the original ques-
tioner.

I now yield to the gentleman from
Washington to ask a question of the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. HASTERT].

Mr. McDERMOTT. I thank the gen-
tleman.

I ask the gentleman: We have a num-
ber of other plans, health plans that
have been offered, including one that
the gentleman himself has proposed.
They only promise universal access,
not universal coverage. Only one plan,
the single-payer plan, offers universal
coverage.

Now, window shopping is one thing,
but the ability to buy is another. How
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will his approach assure that people
will be able to actually afford health
insurance? Our plan provides it, it pro-
vides a way to finance it. I would like
to hear his statement as to how he is
going to cover everybody and make it
possible for people to buy it.

Mr. BOEHNER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Illinois.

Mr. HASTERT. We think it is impor-
tant that people have universal access
to health care insurance, and what we
do is we allow—first of all, we focus on
who does not have health care insur-
ance basically in this country: small-
business people, they are farmers, they
are barbers, they are physicians, pro-
prietors of their own businesses, part-
nerships; they are also people who
work for small businesses. So our ap-
proach is to focus on people who do not
have health insurance. What we do is
to allow those folks to pool into huge
groups, guarantee them by pooling,
give them access to insurance, give
them portability of health care, to
move from job to job. We also allow
them health care for preexisting condi-
tions, to reinsure in reinsurance
pools—that is how you do it with li-
ability insurance today. Also, today we
guarantee that they get the same
breaks that any other American busi-
ness would get, that is, the ability to
buy insurance at low cost. Inciden-
tally, that is why those people cannot
buy insurance today, it is too expen-
sive. When they go to the market with
one, two, or four people, they pay 1'2 to
4 times the cost that big business pays
for insurance for their employees.

Give people the break, give people
low-cost insurance, and give them tax
deductibility when they buy that in-
surance. That is something they do not
have today.

For people at 100 percent of poverty,
we redirect dish money, so instead of
people getting health care, such as my
State of Illinois where it costs $15,000
for a family of five to get health care
in the emergency room, those people
can get it on board with a primary care
policy at much less cost, at $3,500 to
$3,600.

People at 200 percent of poverty, we
give them the ability to buy into these
programs, a family of four earning
$28,000, you give them the ability to
take care of themselves. We have a
basic premise where we believe that
Americans want to do the right thing.
If they have the opportunity to buy
good low-cost insurance, with port-
ability, without prohibitions of pre-
existing conditions and get tax deduct-
ibility, they will do the right thing and
buy it.

Mr. BOEHNER. The time of the gen-
tleman has expired.

I yield to the gentleman from Wash-
ington for a rebuttal.

Mr. McDERMOTT. If I understand
the gentleman’s answer, he has adopted
the President’s proposal of creating a
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bureaucracy to pool small purchasers,
called the health alliance, at unknown
cost. It is unusual that he suggests
that we ought to create more bureauc-
racy.

The second thing he comes up with is
he is going to subsidize people under
100 percent of poverty, which means he
is going to set up some kind of welfare
system by which he is going to give
people the money if they need it. That
is creating a second bureaucracy,
which, in my opinion, is totally waste-
ful. The single-payer system says we
subsidize everybody in the same pot;
everybody puts in, people take out
what they need. The gentleman creates
bureaucracy to solve it. That is not the
American way; it is not an efficient

way.

Mr. BOEHNER. I now yield to the
gentleman from Wyoming to ask a
question of the gentleman from Ver-
mont.

Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming. Let me
preface my question with this chart,
which shows the waiting time in the
various provinces for the various proce-
dures in Canada. It is true, yes, it is.

My question is to the gentleman
from Vermont: In Ontario, patients
wait up to 1 year for eye surgery, 6
months for a CT scan. Budgets result-
ing in rationed care and substandard
care. Who will be responsible for the
woman who waits months for a biopsy
for a mammeogram which shows tumor
growth?

Mr. BOEHNER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Vermont for his answer.

Mr. SANDERS. If I did not know the
gentleman better, I would think he
would be giving me the lie of the insur-
ance companies, trying to disparage
the Canadian health care system.

As the gentleman knows, there is a
multi-multi-million-dollar effort now
to disparage, to create a whole lot of
fantasy about what is going on in Can-
ada. When we talk about rationing and
we talk about waiting periods, let us
compare what goes on in Canada to
what goes on in the United States. In
Canada, anybody can go in, rich or
poor, to any doctor or any hospital
that they want. In the United States,
when we talk about waiting periods,
what about the tens of millions of peo-
ple who cannot afford to go to the doec-
tor, who cannot afford to go to the hos-
pital?
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Doctors in Vermont and all over this
country are seeing patients today far
sicker than they were 10 years ago, be-
cause people cannot afford to go to the
doctor and to the hospital.

In terms of the so-called waiting pe-
riods in Canada, a lot of that, most of
that stuff is absolute malarkey. Nine-
ty-nine percent of the time there are
no waiting periods.

In fact, in terms of women’s oppor-
tunity to get help for beast cancer,



November 3, 1993

they move faster in British Columbia
than they do in the State of Washing-
ton.

What you are hearing, the idea that
people in droves are leaving Canada to
come to the United States because of
the waiting periods there is also utter
nonsense. Most of the people from Can-
ada who gettreatment in the United
States get treatment because they are
ill in the United States.

I should also inform the gentleman
that the State of Vermont and in
northern States there are people who
go over the border to Canada because
of the reasonableness of the cost of
their health care. In the southern part
of our country there are Americans
who go to Texas.

But I would argue that in terms of
the need for basic health care costs,
basic health care, there are not signifi-
cant waiting periods in Canada, and it
is not worse than it is in the United
States.

Mr. BOEHNER. Madam Speaker, I
yield to the gentleman from Wyoming
[Mr. THOMAS].

Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming. Madam
Speaker, I say to the gentleman from
Vermont [Mr. SANDERS], here is the re-
port. The gentleman was there. We
heard the doctors. We heard the report.
Here is the report. I can give the gen-
tleman the citation.

Furthermore, the gentleman's part-
ner who comes from the State of Wash-
ington, please tell me if that is true,
why British Columbia contracted to
the State of Washington to perform 200
cardiacs?

So it is a fact there is waiting. It is
a fact that is the way you ration. It is
a fact that is the result of global budg-
eting. There is no other alternative.
That is the way it is.

It is a fact that there has not been
more money put in by the Federal Gov-
ernment. They have frozen that in 1989,
and therefore there is rationing and it
cannot really be argued.

Mr. BOEHNER. Madam Speaker, I
yield to the gentleman from Vermont
to ask a question of the gentleman
from Illinois.

Mr. SANDERS. To the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. HASTERT], I will have
to ask a philosophical question. Under
the Canadian single-payer system, all
people, the richest and the poorest,
have equal access to the health care
that they need, all the health care that
they need.

My question to the gentleman is,
Does the gentleman agree that health
care should be a right, a right of all
Americans regardless of their income,
and that the quality and availability of
health care should not be dependent
upon the income of the individual or
the family?

Mr. BOEHNER. 1 yield to the gen-
tleman from Illinois for a response.

Mr. HASTERT. I think all Americans
agree that all Americans should have a
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right to health care. They have the
right to be able to get health care in-
surance to cover themselves and their
families.

One of the problems that we see in
the Canadian system, the gentleman
was there and visited the various bu-
reaus to which we went, but even
though the Canadians systematically
have a right to health care, they pay a
39- to 59-percent marginal income tax,
in Ontario specifically. They pay a 15-
percent value added tax in Ontario,
plus employers pay a $700 to $800 em-
ployee checkoff per employee.

They brought in, in Ontario, because
I was specifically interested in a com-
parison to Illinois, 10 million people in
Ontario, 11% million people in Illinois,
and the numbers were they spend $1,750
per person; $17% billion on health care
spent in fisecal year 1991 right here in
the Ontario provincial handbook. In
the revenue handbook, they brought in
$7% billion in Ontario in fiscal year
1991.

The real problem is that the revenue
flow does not match the promises. That
is why there is rationing. That is why
this charade in Canada that we talk
about of equal health care, that there
is not health care, because people can-
not get it. It is not there. They close
down the MRI's at 6 o'clock. People
have to go someplace else. They have
to wait in line, and that is the problem.

Here are the facts, I say to the gen-
tleman from Vermont [Mr. SANDERS].
The facts that we saw and got from the
officials in Canada, the revenue for this
program does not match the outflow,
and it would be the same when you lay
it on the 270 million people in the Unit-
ed States of America.

Mr. BOEHNER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Vermont for his rebuttal.

Mr. SANDERS. The gentleman did
not answer the question, I say to the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. HASTERT].
Therefore, I gather that what the gen-
tleman is saying is that he believes
there should be a health care system in
which if you have the money, you can
go to the best doctors and hospitals in
the world, but if you do not, your kids
will die at a younger age. Your parents
will die at a younger age. I gather that
is the system the gentleman defends.

In terms of taxes in Canada, the fact
of the matter is when you add taxes in
Canada, which are slightly higher than
in the United States, to the cost of pri-
vate health care insurance, which is
much higher in the United States than
in Canada, guess what? Both costs
comes out about equal.

The Canadians do not have to pay
very much for private insurance be-
cause they have a national health care
system which provides all the care that
they need.

Mr. BOEHNER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Illinois to ask a question
of the gentleman from Vermont.

Mr. HASTERT. To the gentleman
from Vermont, the single-payer advo-
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cates argue that such a system is more
effective in controlling costs. I agree
that having one form would save
money. We do not need a government
takeover of the system to require only
one form, electronic billing and other
reforms to lower administrative costs;
however, the statistics of what hap-
pened in Canada clearly demonstrate
they have not been able to effectively
control costs.

Could the gentleman explain what is
the cost containment mechanism in
the single-payer approach?

Mr. BOEHNER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Vermont.

Mr. SANDERS. Delighted to do it. As
the GAO told us, by getting rid of all
the bureaucracy of 1,500 private insur-
ance companies billing, advertising,
paying corporate executives huge sala-
ries, we could save $90 billion right off
the top.

No. 2, by negotiating doctors’ fees
which in the United States are 70 per-
cent higher than they are in Canada,
we could save tens of billions of dol-
lars.

No. 3, single-payer enables us to ne-
gotiate with the pharmaceutical com-
panies, which is why pharmaceuticals
in Canada are 62 percent of the cost
that they are in the United States.
They do not allow their drug compa-
nies to rip their people off.

No. 4, by providing access for all peo-
ple, people do not have to wait until
they are sick and end up with signifi-
cant health care expenses in the hos-
pital.

So the savings are there, and that is
why, I say to the gentleman from Illi-
nois [Mr. HASTERT], in the United
States today, we spend 40 percent more
per capita than they do in Canada.

Mr. BOEHNER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. HASTERT].

Mr. HASTERT. It is too bad the gen-
tleman was not at the GAO hearing the
other day when General Boucher took
the stand and basically admitted that
the GAO health care study that the
gentleman has liberally quoted was
flawed. They did not add in everything.
They did not subtract everything and
the $90 billion of health care savings in
Canada just does not exist.

So we need to go back and take a
look at what the basic premise is.

Philosophically, we need the free
market to develop competition. Com-
petition among those health care pro-
viders holds down costs. We need to
make sure that that exists.

Mr. BOEHNER. Madam Speaker, I
yield to the gentleman from Vermont
[Mr. SANDERS] to ask a question of the
gentleman from Wyoming [Mr. THOM-
AS].

Mr. SANDERS. To the gentleman
from Wyoming [Mr. THOMAS], a variety
of polls have shown that the Canadian
people and their physicians, despite
some of the gentleman's rhetorie, feel
very positively and are very proud of
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their system, while polls in this coun-
try show widespread dissatisfaction
among the public and our physicians
with our health care system.

The liberal party of Canada, as the
gentleman knows, recently won a land-
slide election there last week, fully
supporting, during their campaign,
their health care system and rejecting
user fees completely.

One poll showed that 3 percent of Ca-
nadians wanted to go back to the good
old American system that they used to
have.

My question is, given that reality,
does that not suggest to the gentleman
that we can learn from their system,
that their system is working well, is
supported by their people and that
there is much of their system that we
could adopt here?

Mr. BOEHNER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Wyoming [Mr. THOMAS].

Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming. Madam
Speaker, I say to the gentleman from
Vermont [Mr. SANDERS] that I do be-
lieve there are some things that we can
learn. Certainly that would be true, I
think, of each of the systems through-
out the world. There are things that we
could learn. I think there is advantage
in their system in terms of administra-
tive costs, but I have to say again this
is a different country. This is a dif-
ferent ethic. This is a different kind of
an economy. This is a private enter-
prise economy. We are not as accus-
tomed to having as high taxes and hav-
ing Government provide as many serv-
ices. We are not accustomed to having
15-percent sales taxes as they have in
the province where we were, 50-percent
income tax, in order to fund a Govern-
ment service that they have become
accustomed to. That is the kind of
thing they are used to. They are sort of
used to using the United States as a
safety valve.

Where do we go when we do not have
services, to Mexico? I do not think so.
They have used this country as a sup-
port for that kind of a system.

So of course, it makes it somewhat
better.

My point, I believe, is that we are
talking here about implementing and
implanting on this country a so-called
Canadian system that has been devel-
oped over 20 years and is now beginning
to run into serious financial problems.
As the gentleman knows, they have
frozen the payments into these hos-
pitals at the 1989 level, which makes it
more difficult under global processes.

So I just object to the notion that
somehow, because they are somewhat
satisfied, or even very satisfied with
that system, that that would cause us
who are accustomed to much more
technology, much more breakthrough
in new techniques, and they readily
admit that they look to the United
States for all new techniques, and by
the way, their costs do not show any of
these kinds of research costs that we
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have here, and I hope we continue to
have.
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I think to say they are happy with it,
we should be happy with it, is simply
not a comparison that is valid.

Mr. BOEHNER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Vermont [Mr. SANDERS]
for his rebuttal.

Mr. SANDERS. My point is that the
Canadian people, who have experienced
their system for 20 years, are over-
whelmingly supportive of it, as are
their political leaders. On the other
hand, in our system, physicians and
other people are grossly dissatisfied, by
and large, with what is going on here.

Madam Speaker, it seems to me that
we can learn a great deal about what
they are doing there if, in fact, we have
the courage to take on the insurance
companies and the pharmaceutical
companies who are dominating the de-
bate about health care in this country.

Mr. BOEHNER. Madam Speaker, I
yield to the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. HASTERT] to ask a question of the
gentleman from the State Washington.

Mr. HASTERT. To my good friend
from Washington:

In a Roll Call article dated October 18, 1993,
you stated the Canadian style health care
system is not a government run system.
Government serves only as the single financ-
ing mechanism. While it's true that the Ca-
nadian hospitals are not government agen-
cles and doctors are not government employ-
ees per se, having the government determine
how much money can be spent by each hos-
pital, the income level of each doctor and
whether or not a hospital can buy a new
plece of equipment essentially means that
the government is deciding how much of
health care Is belng delivered to its citizens.

Don’t you agree that this is a huge expan-
sion of government authority?

Mr. BOEHNER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Washington [Mr.
MCDERMOTT].

Mr. McDERMOTT. The American
system, if the gentleman wants to use
his logie, is an insurance-company-run
system, and what we are talking about
in this country is to whom shall we
give the control. Shall we give it to the
insurance companies, or shall we give
it to the Government and the elected
representatives to make the decisions
forall the American people because
what is at heart here is a decision
about whether it is a right to have
health insurance in this country of
citizenship or of one's employment.
And I believe that we should move, and
I think those of us who support the sin-
gle-payer system believe we should
move, to a citizen-based decisionmak-
ing that is decided through the elected
representatives in terms of how much
money.

But the fact is the Canadian system
is not run by the Government. The pa-
tient comes to the doctor that they se-
lect. They go to the hospital that they
select. It is a decision by the doctor
what he shall do.
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In this country, one has to call an 800
number. I am a physician; I know. One
has to call an 800 number if they want
to leave a woman in the hospital an
extra day after the birth of a child.
That decision cannot be made on their
own unless an insurance company gives
them that option.

But in Canada, the physician is mak-
ing that decision on behalf of his pa-
tient, and I believe that that is the
kind of system we really want, where
we do not have the Government coming
between the patient and the doctor,
The doctor-patient relationship is not
broken in Canada, or Germany, or Aus-
tralia, or any of the countries in the
world where they have a single-payer
system, and I believe that increasingly
in this country, as we hand the con-
trols of our health care system to in-
surance companies and people at the
end of B00 numbers somewhere—some
clerk—we are taking away the essence
of what we know in American medicine
is important, the doctor-patient rela-
tionship.

For that reason I think that the Gov-
ernment is not intrusive. It simply pro-
vides the money to pay the bills.

Mr. BOEHNER. I now yield to the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. HASTERT)
for his rebuttal.

Mr. HASTERT. The gentleman and I
have both been to Canada. He has seen
the global budgets put on hospitals and
the rationing of how hospitals get by,
by using 70 percent of the beds for peo-
ple who are chronically ill and 30 per-
cent of the beds for people who are
acutely ill. We have seen doctors’ sala-
ries set at $125,000, so, when they reach
that, they go to Florida in October. We
know how that system works. It is a
rationing system.

We do agree on one thing. We have to
change the insurance system in this
country. We have to make insurance
companies accountable. We cannot let
them prohibit or underwrite the pre-
existing conditions, and we have to
give people good portable health care,
and I think our alternative, the 30-80
that the gentleman mentioned before,
does allow people to do that. It is a
common sense, pragmatic way to solve
the problem.

Mr. BOEHNER. We now move to the
next segment of this debate. A Member
from each team will have an oppor-
tunity to address any points from the
previous section and offer a rebuttal to
the information provided by the other
team.

I now yield to the gentleman from
Washington [Mr. MCDERMOTT].

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Madam Speaker,
it has been interesting here tonight for
anybody watching this and listening to
it to listen to the myths about a sin-
gle-payer system. I want to take one
myth because I have one specific one I
know the answer to. I have heard this
thrown around over and over again.

Madam Speaker, it is that British
Columbia contracted with Seattle for
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200 heart operations because, quote,
there was no technology in Canada and
there was a long waiting list. It turned
out that that was a myth. It took them
over a year to find the 200 patients.
What the real problem was was that
Canadians wanted to go to two specific
doctors, and of course there was a line,
and, when asked whether they would
rather go down to the United States
and have it done immediately in a uni-
versity hospital like the University of
Washington, they said, “*No, we want to
wait for Dr. X here in Vancouver.”

There is no documented waiting list
of people who have serious problems in
Canada. We have waiting lists in this
country. One cannot just walk into any
doctor’s office on any given day and
get a routine thing taken care of. They
have to make an appointment, and
that is what a waiting list is, and the
Canadian have it, and we have it.

Now, as to the high costs, I frankly
find this discussion almost unbeliev-
able that people would say the Canadi-
ans cannot control costs. The Canadi-
ans spend 40 percent less per capita
than we do. Whatever one wants to say
about their system, they cannot deny
that they have controlled the costs.
That simply is laughable because they
have been able to do it.

We started out in 1960 spending about
the same amount per capita as the Ca-
nadians, and since 1960 we have gone to
15 percent of our gross national prod-
uct, whereas the Canadians are less
than 10 percent. It is simply not true
that they cannot control costs.

Now, as to the question of whether
they interfere between the doctor and
the patient, I want to deal with that
one again because I think it is abso-
lutely crucial. Every Canadian has the
right to choose whatever physician
they want to go to, whatever hospital
they want to go to. That is not true
today, and it will not be true if these
HMOs that people are going to be
forced into on an economic basis occur.

Mr. BOEHNER. I yield now to the
gentleman from Wyoming [Mr. THOM-
AS].

Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming. Madam
Speaker, let me just comment on the
growth. Here is a chart that charts it
clear back to 1967, but the gentleman
mentioned particularly that area in
the 1980's. It shows that the increase in
real health care spending per capita in
Canada had risen in 1982 to 87.4 percent,
in this country, 4.1 percent, and it fol-
lows that pattern. So, there has been
growth, and there continues to be.

The gentleman from Washington [Mr.
McDERMOTT] indicated that single
payer is not a Government program,
but in hisarticle he went on to say that
the Government collects the money,
sets the benefits, determines the mini-
mum benefits package, and certainly,
of course, would regulate the State as-
sociations. As the gentleman knows, it
is naive to suggest, to even suggest,

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

that the Federal Government is going
to collect the money and pass it out to
any entity without regulation. I think
we struggle enough here with overregu-
lation to know that that is not the
case.

We are talking here about the Cana-
dian plan. My friends have shifted over
to the plans that are being talked
about here. We are talking about the
Canadian plan. We are talking about
the cost of that and the taxes that
would have to be raised. We are talking
about the fact that, if States finance
it, as provinces do, it would take a 47-
percent increase in taxes in States to
do this kind of thing. There is pretty
good evidence, I think, that there is no
willingness on the part of this country
to pay that kind of tax increase for a
Government-controlled health pro-
gram.
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If there is anything that we have
good evidence of, it is frustration in
this country, with Government regula-
tion and Government involvement. So
to suggest that a Government con-
trolled health program for everyone in
this country, whether they be Amish or
some who do not want to be involved,
and to say that that is what we ought
to lay on everyone, it seems to me just
has no support in the evidence of our
experience.

Mr. BOEHNER. Thank you. In the
final segment of this debate, each par-
ticipant will offer a 3-minute closing
argument. Members will speak in the
reverse order of their opening state-
ments.

I now yield to the gentleman from Il-
linois [Mr. HASTERT].

Mr. HASTERT. Americans know we
need to change what is wrong with our
health care system—we must expand
access and control costs. They are im-
patient for that change—and rightly
so0. But they also want us to preserve
the excellence and the choice they
have come to expect. And they don't
want to see their health care costs go
down only to see their taxes go up.

But as we've shown tonight in this
debate, all the Canadian system can
claim is that everyone has access to
the system. But you have to stop and
ask yourself, what is the quality of the
system? How long will I have to wait to
get the test or procedure I need? How
much more will I pay in taxes.

They promise that they'll be able to
expand access to everyone and no one
will have to pay more. But remember
what your mother told you, if it sounds
too good to be true, it is.

They cite Government estimates and
reports produced by the CBO and GAO.
But remember, the Government has
never correctly estimated the cost of
its programs. That's why Congress
keeps going back to hard-working
Americans to ask them to pay more in
taxes. This case is no different.
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Their sole cost containment mecha-
nism is simply to have the Government
say we'll have lower costs next year
and then, forbid hospitals from getting
the latest and best equipment. But is
that how we want costs lowered.

Fortunately, there are other options
out there. If we want to control costs,
we should target the key cost drivers.
We should reform our malpractice sys-
tem to eliminate the unnecessary pro-
cedures that are done simply to protect
the provider if they're dragged into
court.

We should adopt a single insurance
form and electronic billing so that ad-
ministrative costs are lowered.

We should tighten our fraud laws to
eliminate this cost in our system.

We should reform our antitrust laws
s0 that communities have the oppor-
tunity to coordinate the delivery of
health care. No longer will each hos-
pital have to buy the latest, and often
most expensive, diagnostic tool.

And if we want someone to control
costs, it should be the consumer, in
consultation with his/her physician
who decides if a treatment is appro-
priate or not.

We should allow the creation of med-
ical savings accounts, or medisave ac-
counts, that are integrated with a cat-
astrophic plan.

Let me explain how this would work.
On average, employers nationwide pay
$4,500 per year to buy health coverage
for an employee family. Under our leg-
islation, employers would be encour-
aged to take $1,500 of that $4,500 and
purchase a major medical insurance
policy that would give employers ev-
erything they have now, except the in-
surance policy would have a $3,000 de-
ductible.

In other words, the employee would
pay the first $3,000 of health care costs.
The company would cover that possible
$3,000 expense to employees by setting
up a medical savings account in the
employee's name and depositing $3,000
in it each year. Whenever an employee
needed medical service, he would go
get it wherever he chose and then
would present a debit card and the bill
would be paid from the $3,000 in his
medical savings account. Anything he
didn’t spend at year’'s end he would get
to keep. All of a sudden people have an
incentive to make a choice between
$200 at the emergency room or $50 at
the doctor's office because they are
spending their own medical savings ac-
count money.

If a family had multiple illnesses, the
$3,000 would be spent from the account
and then the major medical policy
would kick in. The employee is as well
off as he is under the high premium,
low, or no, deductible plan he has
today. But, if the employee, be exercis-
ing prudence, can save some of the
$3,000, year after year that account can
grow as a tax-free TRA. That money
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could then be used later in life to pur-
chase long-term care or for other medi-
cal services.

The debate on health care reform has
just begun. Whatever reforms we adopt,
we should make sure that it controls
spiraling costs and makes health insur-
ance affordable. Most important, we
should make sure reform leaves the pa-
tient in charge of the health care deci-
sions, not the Government.

That's a prescription for real change.

Mr. BOEHNER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Vermont.

Mr. SANDERS. Thank you, Mr.
Chairman. Boy, do I wish we had more
time.

Just a few points. Yesterday's Wash-
ington Post, “The cost of health care.”
Here is the chart. United States, high-
est in the world. $2,868. Canada, $1,915.

Everybody understands that health
care in the United States per capita is
far higher than Canada, despite the
fact that they have universal coverage,
comprehensive coverage, for all of
their people.

You keep using the word ‘“taxes.”
“Taxes.” Let us not fool the people.

In Canada taxes are a little bit high-
er. But, guess what? They do not have
to pay $2,500 per person for private
health insurance. That comes out of
their tax base. Add taxes and health in-
surance together, it is about the same
for both countries.

Mr. Chairman, 60 years ago, Franklin
Delano Roosevelt, as President of the
United States, fought for national
health care for all people. In 1948,
Harry Truman campaigned for national
health care for all people.

How has it happened that the United
States today, along with South Africa,
remains the only industrialized nation
on Earth that does not have a national
health care system guaranteeing
health care to all people? And I will
tell you how it has happened. It has
happened, not because of a debate over
health care, it is a debate over econom-
ics. It is a debate over the insurance
companies, certain physicians, the
pharmaceutical companies, the medi-
cal equipment suppliers, who are mak-
ing billions and billions of dollars off of
human misery.

It is all about Common Cause’s study
that tells us that the medical indus-
trial parks have spent $60 million over
the last 10 years trying to influence
this Congress not to pass a national
health care system. It is about the CEO
of Bristol Meyers Squibb, a large phar-
maceutical company, who makes $§13
million in income in 1991, while elderly
people cannot afford the prescription
drugs that they need.

The reason we do not have a national
health care system is that the medical
industrial complex is protecting the
likes of Mr. Thomas Frist, the CEO of
the Hospital Corporation of America,
who last year earned, and let me say it
slowly, who last year earned $127 mil-
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lion in income, running a hospital cor-
poration, at the same time millions of
Americans cannot get into the hos-
pital. That is an outrage.

Poll after poll shows widespread sup-
port for the Canadian health care sys-
tem, among physicians, patients, polit-
ical leaders. Poll after poll shows wide-
spread bad feelings, widespread unhap-
piness, with the system we have here in
the United States of America.

Mr. Chairman, it is time the Amer-
ican people stood up and said health
care is a right of all people. Let us con-
trol health care costs. Let us do what
the rest of the industrialized world
does. Let us pass a single-payer na-
tional health care system.

Mr. BOEHNER. I now yield to the
gentleman from Wyoming.

Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming. Thank
you, Mr. Chairman.

Let me say first I have enjoyed the
opportunity to discuss this with my
friends. I think this is a useful kind of
a debate.

I should also say to my friend BERNIE
SANDERS, we do not agree on much of
anything. Philosophically, on econom-
ics, and other things, we are very sepa-
rated. I am not a socialist, and I do not
believe in socialism. I believe in the
capitalistic system.

So I think you take a system that
you have, which most people in this
country find good for them, and we
should fix those things that are bro-
ken. It is not necessary for us to uproot
all of the things that have been doing
well,

We need a program for Americans, a
program that fits our needs. We have
240 million people. Canada has 27 mil-
lion. Americans do not want socialized
government-controlled medicine. We
do not want a huge tax burden that has
an impact on the economy. We do not
want to turn our health problems into
problems of unemployment.

We need to examine carefully, I
think, those things that need to be
fixed. We need to fix them, and we need
to move promptly to fix them.

I suggest to you there are some
things that we could do very quickly,
and trying to change the whole system
will not come quickly. I think we will
wonder why we did not do the things
that can be done.

We today have talked about, and our
purpose was to examine, the Canadian
single-payer system. We have done
that. It clearly appears not to have
overwhelming support in this country.
There is not overwhelming evidence it
would be good for this country. Even
President Clinton rejects that payer
program.

More and more Americans are show-
ing opposition to this plan as having
too much government, rationing, high-
cost technology, shortages, sub-
standard care, particularly in rural
areas, and huge tax burdens. These are
part of the efforts of a single-payer
plan.
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The answer to today’'s question is
quite clear: not the Canadian system
for America.

Mr. BOEHNER. I now yield to the
gentleman from Washington.

Mr. McDERMOTT. Thank you, Mr.
Speaker, I too am grateful for the op-
portunity to participate today. I am
sorry that sometimes these debates
though devolve into just throwing sort
of slogans back and forth, and we talk
about socialism and all these things to
scare people. But I think if you look
carefully at our health care system, we
have had 45 years of uncontrolled free
enterprise in this country. It has been
very little. The problems have been
there. The free enterprise system has
simply failed to deal with it. And what
we have now is a system that for many
Americans is one paycheck away from
having nothing.
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The single largest cause of personal
bankruptcy in this country is because
of the single fact that they do not have
the ability to pay their medical bills.

Now, the question has been asked
here, What is broken? What is broken
is the financing system, and it is clear
to us, and 89 Members of the House
have signed this bill, that the best fi-
nancing system is one in which we
reach out and capture the premiums
that are now being paid to private in-
surance companies and place them in a
government system, saving ourselves
$70 billion and covering everybody in
this country.

In our proposal, the GAO says that 92
to 95 percent of Americans would pay
the same as or less than they are pay-
ing today. Now, you have to have uni-
versal coverage, because if you do not
have universal coverage, you will never
be able to get cost controls. As long as
we have the freedom in this country
and the openness that allows people to
go into the hospital and receive care,
whether they have money or not, they
will go in when they are sick. They will
wait and wait and go in when they are
very sick. That cost is passed on to
people who are paying their premiums.
That cost shifting cannot be stopped
unless everybody in this country has
health insurance and is paying their
fair share.

We who support the single-payer sys-
tem think everybody ought to pay
their fair share. Now, the question then
is, why should we go to the single-
payer system. I hear some disparaging
remarks about the CBO, but you know
they are sort of a hardheaded bunch.
They said that if the single-payer sys-
tem were in place today, we could save
$350 billion over the next 5 years.

Now, it seems to me unreasonable
that conservative people would reject a
system that has worked in every indus-
trialized country in the world and pro-
vides high-quality care.

As a physician, I would not partici-
pate in putting together a program
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that did not deliver high-quality care.
That is why 9 out of 10 Canadian physi-
cians say they would keep their sys-
tem. They would never opt for the
American system, because they can
take care of patients. They can deliver
the health care that is necessary, and
they do not have to chase patients for
bills or put people into bankruptey.

From my standpoint, that kind of a
system is the kind of system that I
think we can adapt for America.

I agree with those of you who say we
cannot bring Canada to the United
States. Of course, we cannot. Their
plan was developed in 1946, and it has
evolved over 40 years. What we are de-
signing here is an American health se-
carity system. We will hand everyone a
card, and everyone in this country will
be able to get their health care no mat-
ter where they are, no matter how
much money they have or who they
are.

The single-payer system is the way
to go.

Mr. BOEHNER. That concludes to-
night's debate.

I would like to thank all of the par-
ticipants that are here with us tonight:
the gentleman from Wyoming [Mr.
THOMAS], the gentleman from Vermont
[Mr. SANDERS], the gentleman from
Washington [Mr. MCDERMOTT], and the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. HASTERT].
I thank them for the excellent job that
they have done.

I would also like to thank the gen-
tleman from Vermont, Representative
BERNIE SANDERS, and the progressive
caucus, my colleagues in the Conserv-
ative Opportunities Society, who have
made tonight possible.

Mr. SANDERS. If I could interrupt
you, I want to thank you for doing a
very fine job of moderating tonight. We
look forward to working with you in a
cooperative way.

Mr. BOEHNER. I would also like to
thank the leadership on both sides of
the aisle that have made this possible
tonight and have worked well with us.
There are more debates to come. We
hope to do one in the next several
weeks before we break, before Thanks-
giving, but you can count on the fact
that next year we will be back. We ex-
pect to do at least twice a month dur-
ing 1994.

Again, thank you and good night.

DRUG EPIDEMIC SPREADING
ACROSS NORTHERN MICHIGAN

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. STUPAK] is
recognized for 60 minutes.

Mr. STUPAK. Madam Speaker, I re-
quested this special order tonight to
alert my colleagues and our citizens
across the country to a new drug epi-
demic that is spreading across north-
ern Michigan. Methcathinone, ‘‘cat,”
as it nicknamed, is reaching epidemic
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proportions in northern Michigan and
has recently penetrated Wisconsin, Illi-
nois, and Indiana.

“*Cat’ is a potent stimulant that is
easily made in mobile laboratories, ga-
rages, basements, apartments, or the
backwoods of northern Michigan. The
off-white powder resembles crack co-
caine in appearance but is much more
potent.

Lt. Steve Herner, of the Michigan
State Police post in Negaunee, MI, says
addicts tell him that no other drug pro-
vides a greater high than *‘cat.”

Last week in Marquette, MI, the man
who allegedly brought the drug “‘cat’
to Michigan's upper peninsula in 1990
pleaded guilty to conspiracy to manu-
facture methchathinone. He now faces
up to 20 years in prison.

Although the pioneer of this dev-
astating drug has been brought to jus-
tice, he has left a grim legacy. Since
1990, ‘‘cat’ has spread rapidly across
Michigan's upper peninsula and across
our Nation—‘'‘cat’” labs have been
seized as far away as Indianapolis, Se-
attle, and Los Angeles. Each ‘‘cat’ lab
seizure has a tie back to northern
Michigan. While this drug is still re-
gional, if not stopped, it promises to
plague this Nation.

Back in 1990, when the first ‘‘cat’
user came to northern Michigan, it is
interesting to note that he was going
to school at the University of Michi-
gan. And there, as a graduate student,
he was working in a Parke-Davis Drug
Company as a graduate student. And
he came across the methcathinone for-
mula. And having some interest in
drugs, he started to fiddle around with
the formula and soon introduced “cat”
to the Ann Arbor, MI, drug scene and
drug culture.

Because of its devastating impact
and its physical demands on the human
body, the drug was not accepted by the
drug culture in the University of
Michigan around Ann Arbor. So from
Ann Arbor, the gentleman came back
to northern Michigan. Unfortunately,
to Marquette, MI.

Marquette sits in the heart of the
upper peninsula, and around 1990, when
we first started to notice this new drug
that no one could figure out, the first
labs were found in Marquette, MI. And
the producers of this drug ‘‘cat’ are
very protective of the formula. The for-
mula, once understood, is easy to
make, but the key is having a formula
and then starting a chain of users, sup-
pliers and, eventually, ‘‘cat’ labs.

Soon, within a short year, ‘cat”
started to spread to neighboring com-
munities in northern Michigan. From
Marquette, it went to Ishpeming,
Negaunee, Gwinn, and many other of
the smaller communities in Marquette,
MI. Shortly thereafter, it spread, in
1991 and 1992, to Iron County, over by
the Iron River, and Crystal Falls, ML
From there it went to Gogebic County,
all the way to the western peninsula of
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Michigan to the shores of Lake Supe-
rior in the little town of Watersmeet
and eventually over to Wakefield, Bes-
semer, and Ironwood and now up to
Ontonagon and Ewing.

Each time one of the manufacturers
would set up their lab, they would
closely guard the formula, share it
with only a few close friends so they
could keep control over the drug trade
of this devastating new designer drug
called methcathinone or “*cat’” on the
street.

From there we saw, in early 1990, 1992
and 1993, how “cat’ has just exploded
across northern Michigan. Once the
hub here in Marquette, we now have
two or three main hubs. Iron County,
Gogebic, and Ontonagon Counties. But
each time the drug was spread. And
across our border, which we share with
our friends in Wisconsin, the drug epi-
demic has move into Wisconsin, now to
the point where the Drug Enforcement
Administration has taken down labs in
four of the Wisconsin counties, with
many other of the other Wisconsin
counties coming under the plague of
the ‘‘cat’ syndrome.

Tonight, I want to highlight the
enormous danger that ‘‘cat’ poses to
our children and our families.
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Since “‘cat’ is a new designer drug,
most of the information we have has
been compiled by local law enforce-
ment officials in northern Michigan,
and the Drug Enforcement Agency;
which has had extensive criminal,
civil, and grant jury investigations
into this drug and how it came to be a
plague in northern Michigan.

Through the cooperation of Mar-
quette General Hospital, researchers
and emergency room personnel there
helped us learn more about this drug
called ‘‘cat.”

“Cat'’ was first encountered by law
enforcement officials in the summer of
1991, The first seizure of a clandestine
“‘cat” lab in the United States took
place in Marguette County, MI. The
recipe for “‘cat’ was marketed to stu-
dents at Northern Michigan Univer-
sity, located in Marquette, MI. while,
much like Ann Arbor, it did not take
hold among the student population, it
guickly caught on in the local popu-
lation because it is cheap and easy to
manufacture. ‘*‘Cat' spread quickly
across the upper peninsula and into
northern Wisconsin.

As I stated earlier, the Parke-Davis
Co. performed fairly extensive research
on this drug, this ‘‘cat’” drug, during
the 1950's and 1960's, but the drug was
put on the shelf because it had intense
side effects that were lethal to human
consumption.

It was first thought that ephedrine or
methcathinone, a byproduct, would be
used as a diet pill.

We found out through our research
that chemical companies in Russia
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began producing a similar drug in 1938.
It was used in Russia to treat depres-
sion for a number of years. Then it was
made illegal. “*Cat’ has been sold ille-
gally in Russia under the street name
of “*Jeff.”

“Cat” is easily made in crude labora-
tories by combining household ingredi-
ents such as drain cleaner, epsom salts,
battery acid, and ephedrine. Ephedrine
is sold legally as a diet pill or pep pill.
The sale of the recipe itself can bring
substantial profit to individuals.
Ephedrine, the key chemical, can be
purchased cheaply from mail order
catalogs. The other agents needed to
produce ‘‘cat’’ can be purchased in
hardware stores, or well-stocked stores
in northern Michigan or in your region
of the country.

An investment of a few hundred dol-
lars can yield the manufacturer sub-
stantial profits. The explosion of crack
cocaine dealers in larger metropolitan
areas demonstrates similar devel-
opmental patterns.

As I indicated earlier, you can buy
the ephedrine in pill or tablets in mail
order catalogs. Let me just show the
Members a few tonight that we have
found in catalogs, or I should say mag-
azines, that are found anywhere in the
United States.

This full page ad in the magazine
called ““True Love' advertises ephed-
rine plus, or ‘‘ephedrine mini white.”
Notice, you can receive these stimu-
lant pills, if you will, in quantities
from anywhere from 100 to 1,000 for
amere $18.

Penthouse magazine is another one
which advertises ephedrine. You have
ephedrine sulfate being advertised, and
again, as a diet secret or a diet pill, or
as the energy pill, as they show it here
in this advertisement.

Body builders use ephedrine as a ster-
oid stimulant, ephedrine HCI. **For the
maximum workout, use what the pros
use, turbo tablets.'" It is ephedrine HCI.
Again, for $17.50, you can get up to 1,000
ephedrine tablets.

Even in another magazine that we
see constantly on our newsstands, or
when we check out at the grocery
store, is the Cosmopolitan magazine.
Again, ephedrine is being advertised in
Cosmopolitan as “‘the instant energy to
simulate your activities and give you
that pep that you need to get through
the day."” Again, ephedrine products
can be sold in tablets up to 1,000, or for
as little as $17 to $18.

What we are finding in some parts of
this country, especially in northern
Michigan, it is not unusual for a resi-
dence or an address, maybe a fictitious
name, but the location, being 100,000
tablets a week, because the recipes to
make ephedrine or ‘‘cat,” recipes of
this kind are almost always changing.

If ingredients become unavailable,
manufacturers may use other chemi-
cals to produce ‘‘cat.” Improper dis-
posal of the byproducts of *‘cat’ can
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lead to an environmental hazard, and

extended exposure to toxic fumes has

dire health consequences. Moreover,

cleanup of these lab sites require spe-

cial training and can be very costly.
HOW'IS "“CAT" TAKEN?

“Cat’’ can be injected, snorted, taken
orally, smoked, or absorbed through
the skin. The majority of users to date
have snorted the drug. There is a large
population of users who are also inject-
ing the drug intravenously.

WHAT ARE CAT'S EFFECTS?

*Cat’" users report a tremendous rush
upon ingestion. Many ‘‘cat’ addicts
smoke marijuana or drink excessive
amounts of alcohol to ease the nervous
jerks and paranoia associated with
chronic abuse. Addicts often go on
binges for up to 8 days, never eating,
sleeping very little, if at all. To avoid
the terrible pains of crashing off the
drug, addicts smoke increasing
amounts of marijuana and consume ex-
cessive amounts of alcohol to the point
of unconsciousness.

One “‘cat’ user recently described his
experience with “cat’ in a recent De-
troit Free Press interview:

It was long-lasting—more powerful than
cocaine ever was. I did cocalne too, but
“cat"” from my experience was much more
devastating. It has more of an effect and it
takes less of an effect. To me, it was much
more addicting. I had more of a craving for
“‘¢at” than cocaline or any other drug.

Near the end, he had been using
“cat’” for 18 months and he was making
**cat’ in his attic at his home. He had
to set up fans, because the smell and
the toxic fumes from the chemicals
was so bad. Last July, he was arrested.
Police discovered his “‘cat' operation
when they came to question his neigh-
bor on an unrelated crime and when
they noticed and smelled an unusual
situation. He now says that arrest for
“cat’ saved his life. As one former ad-
dict describes: ““There are two options
with cat. You get in trouble or you die.
I just got in trouble.”

How can we stop this epidemic from
moving from northern Michigan, where
it is a region, to becoming a national
problem? Law enforcement officials in
the United States and the Drug En-
forcement Agency agree: Stricter con-
trols on the sale of ephedrine, the key
ingredient, the stimulant drug needed
to make the ‘“‘cat,” would virtually
eliminate its production.

Between 1990 and 1992, over 10.5 met-
ric tons of ephedrine has been seized by
the DEA in connection with clandes-
tine lab activity. Most of these labora-
tories are in northern Michigan. The
use of ephedrine in illegal drug labora-
tory activity is highlighted in Michi-
gan by one staggering statistic: Sev-
enty-five percent of all ephedrine sold
in Michigan goes to Michigan's upper
peninsula, while only 3 percent of the
population resides in the upper penin-
sula.

That is why I have introduced legis-
lation, H.R. 3216, the Domestic Chemi-
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cal Diversion Control Act of 1993, to
help end illicit sales of ephedrine and
related chemicals.

Our Michigan Legislature, and cur-
rently the Wisconsin Legislature, have
tried to control ephedrine or ‘‘cat”
through legislation within the State
making the possession, distribution,
manufacture, or use of ‘‘cat or ephed-
rine or methcathinone illegal.
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But as we saw tonight with the mail
order magazines, be it body building
magazines or Cosmopolitan or any
other type of magazines which adver-
tise steroid muscle enhancers or stimu-
lant pills, ephedrine is readily avail-
able in large quantities through the
U.S. mail through a legal trade.

So what my legislation, which was
developed with the Drug Enforcement
Agency as a result of its experience
with the Chemical Diversion and Traf-
ficking Act, which demonstrated the
effectiveness of chemical control as a
law enforcement tool, this legislation
would strengthen existing law in two
very important ways.

First, it would eliminate the so-
called legal drug exemption which al-
lows ephedrine to be distributed, with-
out restriction, in tablet and capsule
form. If enacted, the DEA would have
the authority to remove ephedrine or
any similar chemical which could be
used in the production of *‘cat.”

Second, it would establish a registra-
tion system for distributors, importers,
and exporters of ephedrine. This reg-
istration system is precisely patterned
after the system which has been suc-
cessfully applied to legitimate con-
trolled substances for the past 20 years.
This would provide the DEA an effec-
tive means for unscrupulous firms that
participate in diversion of dangerous
chemicals.

Without ephedrine, there is no “‘cat.”
Ephedrine is the key ingredient.

I hope the Congress will move quick-
ly to make these much needed refine-
ments to our chemical control law. I
also hope that as we consider anticrime
legislation this week that we will re-
double our efforts to promote drug edu-
cation and prevention programs. We
can fight the ‘“‘cat’ plague by stifling
demand for ephedrine and other dan-
gerous drugs.

Those of you who are listening in
your office or those of you who are lis-
tening to us tonight, we urge you to
contact your representative to support
H.R. 3216.

Madam Speaker, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

NEW DRUG EPIDEMIC “CAT" HITS
MIDWEST

Mr. ROTH. Mr. Speaker, a new drug epi-
demic called “cat” is sweeping through the
Midwest. We must stop this latest drug epi-
demic before it spreads any further.
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| remember a number of years ago when
police officers and public health officials were
warning us about a dangerous new drug. They
told us that unless we stopped this drug early,
it would take over our cities. This drug could
be manufactured easily from cocaine and sold
cheaply and at a high profit. It was so addict-
ive that users would kill and rob to support
their habits.

This new drug was called crack cocaine,
and everyone knows the tragic and ongoing
history of this terrible poison. Crack has dev-
astated the people and neighborhoods of our
inner cities. Our own Nation’s Capital has be-
come the murder capital of the world because
of crack. The streets here in Washington are
so dangerous that the Mayor wants to call out
the National Guard.

Mr. Speaker, today we are seeing history
repeat itself. A new drug called cat has taken
hold in the upper peninsula of Michigan and is
spreading to northeast Wisconsin, Minnesota,
and other States in the Midwest. Cat is a high-
ly addictive stimulant and is very dangerous.

Moreover, as cat moves from one commu-
nity to the next, a wave of crime follows. In
their desperation to support an expensive
habit, cat addicts steal to buy their daily fix. If
the cat menace is allowed to spread further,
we may face another nightmare as dangerous
as crack.

We must stop this epidemic in its early
stages. The key to halting cat's spread is to
put the illegal manufacturers of cat out of busi-
ness.

| am cosponsoring a bill, H.R. 3216, will
give law enforcement the tools they need to
shut down the cat trade. Cat is produced from
common household materials. The key ingre-
dient is ephedrine, an ingredient found in diet
pills that are sold over-the-counter. Cat manu-
facturers purchase large guantities of these
ephredine pills to synthesize the drug.

This bill will place controls on the amount of
ephredine that can be purchased over-the-
counter. This bill would also give law enforce-
ment officials the power to enforce these con-
trols and shut down cat laboratories.

Mr. Speaker, Congress cannot delay on this
bill. Sheriffs, State legislators, and my con-
stituents from northeast Wisconsin have urged
me to fight this emerging menace. Unless we
give our police officers the weapons they need
to fight this drug, cat will continue to spread.

Today this Congress passed six anti-crime
measures. Our work, however, is not finished.
Before this session adjourns, we must pass
this anti-cat bill. If Congress fails to act, more
tragedies will be written, more lives will be
wasted, and more people will die.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. BERMAN (at the request of Mr.
GEPHARDT) for today and the balance of
this week, on account of illness.

Mr. BEILENSON for today and Novem-
ber 4 on account of official business
(fires in his district.)

———

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
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lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. LIVINGSTON) to revise and
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material:)

Mr. EWING, for 5 minutes each day, on
November 8, 9, 10, 15, 16, 17, and 18.

Mr. LIvINGSTON, for 5 minutes each
day, on November 3 and 4.

Mr. EMERSON, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. DELAY, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. DoRNAN, for 60 minutes each day,
on November 15, 16, 18, 22, and 24.

Mr. KoLBE, for 60 minutes each day,
on November 18, 19, and 22.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Ms. BYRNE) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Mr. GEPHARDT, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. TORRES, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. UNDERWOOD, for 30 minutes,
today.

Miss CoLLINS of Michigan, for 60 min-
utes, on November 9.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
revise and extend remarks was granted
to.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. LIVINGSTON) and to include
extraneous ma.t.ter:)

Mr. KNOLLENBERG.

Mr. HASTERT.

Mr. ROGERS.

Mr. OXLEY.

Mr. SOLOMON in three instances.

Ms. SNOWE.

Ms. FOWLER.

Mr. SCHAEFER.

Mr. GALLEGLY.

Mr. HEFLEY in two instances.

Mr. RAMSTAD.

Mr. PACKARD.

Mr. FISH.

Mr. WELDON.

Mr. LAzIO in two instances.

Mr. KYLE.

Mr. CLINGER.

Mr. FIELDS.

Mr. MANZULLO.

Mr. HERGER.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Ms. BYRNE) and to include ex-
traneous matter:)

Mr. REED.

Mr. Fazio.

Mr. MORAN.

Mr. EDWARDS of California.

Mr. HOYER in three instances.

Mr. MANN in two instances.

Mr. COYNE.

Mr. LEHMAN.

Mr. FOGLIETTA.

Mr. BERMAN,

Mr. BONIOR in two instances.

Mr. HAMILTON.

Mr. LANTOS.

Mrs. KENNELLY.

Mr. STENHOLM.

Ms. EsHOO.

Mr. MARKEY in two instances.
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Mr. WAXMAN.

Mr. RICHARDSON.

Mrs. CoLLINS of Illinois.
Mr. TRAFICANT.

Mr. GEJDENSON.

Mr. LIPINSKI.

Mr. MAZZOLI in two instances.
Mr. ENGEL.

. WISE in two instances.
. DE LUGO.

. TANNER.

. CONYERS.

. SYNAR.

. BEVILL.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. STUPAK) and to include ex-
traneous matter:)

Mr. SKAGGS.

Mr. PICKLE.

Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming.

Mr. EMERSON.

SENATE BILLS AND JOINT
RESOLUTION REFERRED

Bills and a joint resolution of the
Senate of the following titles were
taken from the Speaker's table and,
under the rule, referred as follows:

5. 479. An act to amend the Securlties Act
of 1933 and the Investment Company Act of
1940 to promote capital formation for small
businesses and others through exempted of-
ferings under the Securities Act and through
investment pools that are excepted or ex-
empted from regulation under the Invest-
ment Company Act of 1940 and through busi-
ness development companies; to the Commit-
tee on Energy and Commerce,

S. 1613. An act to amend the Three Affili-
ated Tribes and Standing Rock Sioux Tribe
Equitable Compensation Act; to the Com-
mittee on Natural Resources.

8.J. Res. 55. Joint resolution to designate
the periods commencing on November 28,
1993, and ending on December 4, 1933, and
commencing on November 27, 1994, and end-
ing on December 3, 1994, as ‘‘National Home
Care Week'; to the Committee on Post Of-
fice and Clvil Service.

ENROLLED JOINT RESOLUTION
SIGNED

Mr. ROSE, from the Committee on
House Administration, reported that
that committee had examined and
found truly enrolled a joint resolution
of the House of the following title,
which was thereupon signed by the
Speaker:

H.J. Res. 205. Joint resolution designating
the week beginning October 31, 1993, as “‘Na-
tional Health Information Management
Weelk.”

SENATE ENROLLED JOINT
RESOLUTION SIGNED

The SPEAKER announced his signa-
ture to an enrolled joint resolution of
the Senate of the following title:

S.J. Res. 115. Joint resolution designating
November 22, 1993, as ‘‘National Military
Families Recognition Day."

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. STUPAK. Madam Speaker, I
move that the House do now adjourn.
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The motion was agreed to: accord-
ingly (at 11 o'clock and 2 minutes
p.m.), under its previous order, the
House adjourned until tomorrow,
Thursday, November 4, 1993, at 12 noon.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu-
tive communications were taken from
the Speaker’s table and referred as fol-
lows:

2100. A letter from the Secretary of Hous-
ing and Urban Development, transmitting
notification that the 75 per centum of au-
thority to make commitments to insure
mortgages and loans, under the National
Housing Act, has been utilized, pursuant to
12 U.S.C. 1721 nt; to the Committee on Bank-
ing, Finance and Urban Affairs,

2101. A letter from the Interim Chief Exec-
utive Officer, Resolution Trust Corporation,
Executive Director, Thrift Depositor Protec-
tion Oversight Board, transmitting a report
on the activities and efforts of the RTC, the
FDIC, and the Oversight Board for the 6
month period ending September 30, 1993, pur-
suant to Public Law 101-73, section 501(a) (103
Stat. 387); to the Committee on Banking, Fi-
nance and Urban Affairs.

2102. A letter from the President and
Chairman, Export-Import Bank of the United
States, transmitting a report {involving Unit-
ed States exports to the Republic of Korea,
pursuant to 12 U.8.C. 635(b)3)1); to the Com-
mittee on Banking, Finance and Urban Af-
fairs.

2103. A letter from the Administrator, U.S,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency's report on hydrogen sulfide
emissions assoclated with the extraction of
oil and natural gas resources, pursuant to
Public Law 101-549, section 301 (104 Stat.
2560); to the Committee on Energy and Com-
merce.

2104. A letter from the Director, Division of
Commissioned Personnel, Department of
Health and Human Services, transmitting
the annual pension plan report for the plan
year ending September 30, 1992, for the Pub-
lic Health Service commissioned corps re-
tirement system, pursuant to 31 U.S.C.
9503(a)(1)(B); to the Committee on Govern-
ment Operations.

2105. A letter from the Executive Director,
Neighborhood Reinvestment Corporation,
transmitting the fiscal year 1993 annual re-
port as required by the Inspector General
Act Amendments of 1988, pursuant to Public
Law 95-452, section 5(b) (102 Stat. 2526); to
the Committee on Government Operations.

2106. A letter from the Director, U.S. Trade
and Development Agency, transmitting the
fiscal year 1993 annual report as required by
the Inspector General Act Amendments of
1988, pursuant to Public Law 95-452, section
5(b) (102 Stat. 2526); to the Committee on
Government Operations.

2107. A letter from the Director, U.S, Office
of Personnel Management, transmitting
OPM's fiscal year 1992 annual report to Con-
gress on veterans' employment in the Fed-
eral Government, pursuant to 38 U.S.C.
4214(e)(1); to the Committee on Veterans' Af-
falrs.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
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for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. DINGELL: Committee on Energy and
Commerce. H.R. 2440, A bill to amend the
Independent Safety Board Act of 1974 to au-
thorize appropriations for fiscal years 1994,
1895, and 1996, and for other purposes (Rept.
103-239, Prt. 2). Referred to the Committee of
the Whole House on the State of the Union,

Mr. BROOKS: Committee on the Judiclary.
H.R. 2814. A bill vo permit the taking effect
of certain proposed rules of civil procedure,
with modifications (Rept. 103-319). Referred
to the Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union.

Mr. BROOKS: Committee on the Judiciary.
H.R. 3350. A bill to establish a program of
residential substance abuse treatment with-
in Federal prisons; with an amendment
(Rept. 103-320). Referred to the Committee of
the Whole House on the State of the Union.

Mr. BROOKS: Committee on the Judiciary.
H.R. 3351, A bill to amend the Omnibus
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 to
allow grants for the purpose of developing al-
ternative methods of punishment for young
offenders to traditional forms of incarcer-
ation and probation; with an amendment
(Rept. 103-321). Referred to the Committee of
the Whole House on the State of the Union.

Mr. BROOKS: Committee on the Judiciary.
H.R. 3353, A bill to amend the Omnibus
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 to
allow grants to develop more effective pro-
grams to reduce juvenile gang participation
and juvenile drug vtrafficking; with an
amendment (Rept. 103-322). Referred to the
Committee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union.

Mr. BROOKS: Committee on the Judiciary.
H.R. 3354, A bill to amend the Omnibus
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 to
allow grants for the purpose of developing
and Implementing residential substance
abuse treatment programs within States’
correctional facilities, as well as within local
correctional facilities in which inmates are
Incarcerated for a period of time sufficient
to permit substance abuse treatment; with
an amendment (Rept. 103-323). Referred to
the Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union.

Mr. BROOKS: Committee on the Judiciary.
H.R. 3355. A bill to amend the Omnibus
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 to
allow grants to increase pollce presence, to
expand and improve cooperative efforts be-
tween law enforcement agencies and mem-
bers of the community to address crime and
disorder problems, and otherwise to enhance
public safety; with an amendment (Rept. 103-
324). Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union.

Mr. DINGELL: Committee on Energy and
Commerce. H.R. 2639. A bill to authorize ap-
propriations for the promotion and develop-
ment of the U.S. national telecommuni-
cations and information infrastructure, the
construction and planning of public broad-
casting facilities, and for other purposes;
with an amendment (Rept. 103-325). Referred
to the Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 5 of rule X and clause 4
of rule XXII, public bills and resolu-
tions were introduced and severally re-
ferred as follows:

By Mr. HOYER:

H.R. 3424. A bill to amend title 18, United

States Code, to provide enhanced sentences
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for repeat violent offenders; to the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. CONYERS (for himself, Mr.
BOEHLERT, Mr. SYNAR, Mr. PORTER,
Mr. WAXMAN, Mr. SHAYS, Mr, STUDDS,
Mr. GILMAN, Mr. NEAL of North Caro-
lina, Mr, MACHTLEY, Mrs. COLLINS of
Illinois, Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas, Mr.
RuUsSH, Mrs. MORELLA, Mr. OWENS, Mr.
GILLMOR, Mr. WASHINGTON, Mr.
GALLO, Ms, MARGOLIES-MEZVINSKY,
Mr. RAMSTAD, Mr. WISE, Ms. SNOWE,
Mr. TOWNS, Mr. SMITH of New Jersey,
Mrs, MALONEY, Mr. WALSH, Mr.
PAYNE of New Jersey, Mr. LAZIO, Mr.
HOCHERUECKNER, Ms. MOLINARI, Mr.
WELDON, Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecti-
cut, Mr. Goss, Mr. KLug, Mr. UPTON,
Mr. SANDERS, Mr. HORN, Mr. LANTOS,
Ms. BRowx of Florida, Ms. WOOLSEY,
Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas, and Mr.
LANCASTER):

H.R. 3425. A bill to redesignate the Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency as the Depart-
ment of Environmental Protection, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Govern-
ment Operations.

By Mr. EMERSON:

H.R. 3426. A bill to authorize the Secretary
of Agriculture to convey lands to the city of
Rolla, MO; to the Committee on Agriculture.

H.R. 3427. A blll to authorize the Secretary
of Agriculture to convey lands within the
State of Missouri to local governments lo-
cated within the State of Missouri; to the
Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. GREENWOOD:

H.R. 3428. A bill to suspend until January
1, 1997, the duty on certain chemicals; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. HERGER:

H.R. 3429. A bill to provide relief to State
and local governments from Federal regula-
tion; to the Committee on Government Oper-
ations.

By Mr. LAZIO:

H.R. 3430. A bill to require the Secretary of
Education to investigate the feasibility of
establishing a National Environmental
Science and Policy Academy; to the Com-
mittee on Education and Labor.

By Mr. MANZULLO (for himself, Ms.
CANTWELL, Mr. ROTH, and Mr. CoX):

H.R. 3431. A bill to amend the Export Ad-
ministration Act of 1979 with respect to ex-
port of computers, telecommunications
equipment, and semiconductors; to the Com-
mittee on Forelgn Affairs.

By Mr. MARKEY (for himself, Mr.
KREIDLER, Mr. SYNAR, Mr. BRYANT,
and Mr, COOPER):

H.R. 3432. A bill to amend the Communica-
tions Act of 1934 to prohibit the disclosure of
certain information concerning customer's
uses of telephone services, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Energy and Com-
merce.

By Ms. PELOSI:

H.R. 3433. A bill to provide for the manage-
ment of portions of the Presidio under the
jurisdiction of the Secretary of the Interior,
to the Committee on Natural Resources.

By Mr. WAXMAN (for himself, Mr.
HANSEN, Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin,
Mr. BEILENSON, Mr. BROWN of Ohio,
Mr. BRYANT, Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois,
Mr. DELLUMS, Mr. DURBIN, Mr, FARR,
Mr. FOGLIETTA, Ms, FURSE, Mr.
HUFFINGTON, Mr. JOHNSTON of Flor-
ida, Mr. KREIDLER, Mr. LAFALCE, Mr.
LeEwis of Georgla, Ms. MARGOLIES-
MEZVINSKY, Mr. MARKEY, Mr. Maz-
ZOLI, Mr. MCDERMOTT, Ms. MCKINNEY,
Mr. MEEHAN, Mr, MILLER of Califor-
nia, Mr. OBERSTAR, Ms. PELOSI, Mr.
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RICHARDSON, Ms. SCHENK, Mrs.
SCHROEDER, Mr. SERRANO, Mr. STARK,
Mr. SYNAR, Mr. TORRES, Mr. TRAFI-
CANT, Ms. WATERS, and Mr. WYDEX):

H.R. 3434. A Dbill to amend the Public
Health Service Act to protect the public
from health hazards caused by exposure to
environmental tobacco smoke, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

By Mr. SKAGGS (for himself, Mr.
MORAN, Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts,
Mr. NADLER, Mr. STARK, Mr. WHEAT,
Mr. YATES, Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mrs,
MALONEY, Mr. UNDERWOOD, Mr. GIB-
BONS, Mr. FARR, Ms. BYRNE, Mr.
CLAY, Mr. MaTsul, Mr. FOGLIETTA,
Ms, EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas,
Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, Mr. MANN, Ms.
LOWEY, Mr. COYNE, and Mr. REYN-
OLDS):

H.R. 3435. A bill to amend title 18, United
States Code, to prohibit the transfer of a
firearm or ammunition to a juvenile, and the
unsupervised and unauthorized possession of
a firearm or ammunition by a juvenile; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. STENHOLM (for himself, Mr.
DE LA GARZA, Mr. ROBERTS, Mr,
SMITH of Oregon, Mr. ALLARD, Mr.
BOEHNER, Mr. BONILLA, Mrs. CLAY-
TON, Mr. COMBEST, Mr. DOOLEY, Mr.
EMERSON, Mr. HOLDEN, Mr. KINGSTON,
Ms. LAMBERT, Ms. LONG, Mr. MINGE,
Mr. PASTOR, Mr. PENNY, Mr,
POMEROY, Mr. ROSE, Mr. HALL of
Ohlo, and Mr. BISHOP):

H.R. 3436. A bill to amend the Food Stamp
Act of 1977 to ensure adeguate access to re-
tail food stores by reciplents of food stamps
and to maintain the integrity of the Food
Stamp Program; to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

By Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming (for him-
self, Mr. RICHARDSON, Mr. YOUNG of
Alaska, Mr. HANSEN, Mrs. VUCANO-
VICH, and Mr. CALVERT):

H.R. 3437. A bill to prohibit agreements ne-
gotiated between Indian tribes and States to
settle disputes involving lands or water
rights which require the appropriation of
funds by the U.S. Congress from taking ef-
fect unless representatives of the Secretary
of the Interior participate in the negotia-
tions and the United States is represented;
to the Committee on Natural Resources.

By Ms. WOOLSEY (for herself, Ms.
Lowey, and Mrs. MORELLA):

H.R. 3438. A bill to authorize grants to
local educational! agencles to develop and
employment coordinated services programs;
to the Committee on Education and Labor.

By Mr. DUNCAN;

H.R. 3439. A bill to amend title XIX of the
Social Security Act to permit a State to pro-
vide coverage of room and board furnished by
a relative under home and community based
walvers under the Medicaid Program if such
coverage may be provided on a budget-neu-
tral basis; to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

By Mr. GALLEGLY (for himself, Mr.
BEILENSON, Mr. CALVERT, Mr. COX,
Mr. DORNAN, Mr. DOOLITTLE, Mr.
DREIER, Mr. HERGER, Mr. HORN, Mr.
HUFFINGTON, Mr. KiM, Mr. MCKEON,
Mr, MOORHEAD, Mr, POMBO, Mr, PACK-
ARD, Mr. ROHRABACHER, Mr. ROYCE,
Mr. LEWIS of California, Mr. MCCAND-
LESS, and Mr. WELDON):

H.R. 3440. A bill to remove a restriction on
the authority of the Secretary of Agriculture
to enter into agreements with other Federal
agencies to acquire goods and services di-
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rectly related to improving or utilizing the
firefighting capability of the Forest Service
and to require a report regarding the fire-
fighting procedures of the Forest Services; to
the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. RICHARDSON:

H.R. 3441. A bill for the rellef of certain
former employees of the United States whose
firefighting functions were transferred from
the Department of Energy to Los Alamos
County, NM; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

By Mr. SCHIFF:

H.R. 3442, A bill to eliminate certain ex-
penditures provided by the Omnibus Budget
Reconciliation Act of 1993, jointly, to the
Committees on Ways and Means, House Ad-
ministration, and Agriculture.

By Ms. SHEPHERD:

H.R. 3443. A bill to amend title 5, United
States Code, to provide that none of the
funds in the employees’' compensation fund
shall be used to pay compensation, benefits,
or expenses for individuals convicted of fraud
or other violations in connection with bene-
fits from such fund; to the Committee on
Education and Labor.

By Mr. McCLOSKEY (for himself, Mr.
ACKERMAN, Mr. APPLEGATE, Mr. AR-
CHER, Mr. BARLOW, Mr. BATEMAN, Mr.
BEVILL, Mr. BILBRAY, Mr. BILIRAKIS,
Mr. BLILEY, Mr. BONIOR, Mr. BREW-
STER, Mr. CALLAHAN, Mr. CARDIN, Mr.
CLEMENT, Mr. COLEMAN, Miss COLLINS
of Michigan, Mr. CRAMER, Ms.
DANNER, Mr. DE LA GARZA, Mr. DICK-
EY, Mr. DINGELL, Mr. DOOLITTLE, Mr.
EDWARDS of Texas, Mr. EMERSON, Mr.
EVERETT, Mr. FRANK of Massachu-
setts, Mr. FROST, Mr. GEKAS, Mr.
PETE GEREN of Texas, Mr. GENE
GREEN of Texas, Mr. GUNDERSON, Mr.
HaLL of Texas, Mr. HAMILTON, Mr.
HILLIARD, Mr. HOAGLAND, Mr. HOYER,
Mr. HUGHES, Mr. HUTCHINSON, Mr. JA-
COBS, Mr. JEFFERSON, Mr. JOHNSON of
South Dakota, Mr. KASICH, Mr.
KLECZKA, Mr. KLEIN, Mr. KLUG, Mr.
KOPETSKI, Mr. KREIDLER, Ms. LaM-
BERT, Mr. LANCASTER, Mr. LIPINSKI,
Mr. MCNULTY, Mr. MANTON, Mr. MAR-
TINEZ, Mr. MEEHAN, Mrs. MEYERS of
Kansas, Mrs. MINK, Mr. MOLLOHAN,
Mr. MONTGOMERY, Mr. MORAN, Mr.
MOORHEAD, Mr. MURPHY, Mr. NEAL of
Massachusetts, Mr. NEAL of North
Carolina, Mr. OLVER, Mr. OWENS, Mr.
PARKER, Mr. PASTOR, Mr. PETERSON
of Minnesota, Mr. PETERSON of Flor-
ida, Mr., PETRI, Mr, PICKLE, Mr. QUIL-
LEN, Mr, RAHALL, Mr. RAMSTAD, Mr,
RANGEL, Mr. RAVENEL, Mr, ROTH, Mr.
ROWLAND, Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD, Mr,
SAWYER, Mr. SAXTON, Mr. SHARP, Mr.
SHAYS, Mr. SLATTERY, Ms. SLAUGH-
TER, Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, Ms.
SNOWE, Mr. SPENCE, Mr. STUMP, Mr.
THOMAS of Wyoming, Mr. VALENTINE,
Mr. VOLKMER, Mr. WAXMAN, Mr.
WHITTEN, Mr. WILSON, and Mr. YOUNG
of Alaska):

H.J. Res. 286. Joint resolution designating
June 7, 1994, through June 14, 1994, as “‘Na-
tional Flag Celebration Week'’; to the Com-
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service.

————
PRIVATE BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII,

Mr. LAZIO introduced a bill (H.R. 3444) to
authorize the Secretary of Transportation to
issue a certificate of documentation with ap-
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propriate endorsement for employment in
the coastwise trade of the United States for
the vessel Klipper; to the Committee on Mer-
chant Marine and Fisheries.

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows:

H.R. 70;: Mr. UPTON.

H.R. 125; Mr. MCHALE.

H.R. 163: Mr. UPTON.

H.R. 488: Mr. FISH.

H.R. 559: Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr. SMITH of
Texas, and Mr. DELLUMS.

H.R, 636: Mr. HAYES.

H.R. 657: Mr. COX.

H.R. 672: Mr. BOEHLERT, Mr. OLVER, Mr.
BILBRAY, Mr. ABERCROMBIE, and Mr. OWENS,

H.R. 702: Mr. BLILEY and Mr. MCKEON,

H.R. T46: Mr. TOWNS, Mr. MARKEY,
GILLMOR, and Mr. DORNAN.

H.R. 767: Mr. HALL of Texas.

H.R. 7T78: Mr. RAHALL, Mr. ROWLAND, Mr.
CHAPMAN, and Mr. COOPER..

H.R. 911: Mrs. VUCANOVICH.

H.R. 967: Mr. CRAMER and Mr. LEVY.

. 1009: Mr. UPTON.

. 1025: Mr. DOOLEY.

. 1078: Mr. ROBERTS.
.R. 1080: Mr. ROBERTS.

H.R. 1156: Mr. DORNAN.

H. R. 1182; Mr. MINETA.

H.R. 1295: Mr. FOGLIETTA, Mr. CHAPMAN,
Ms. ESHOO, Mr. LEVY, and Mr, MICHEL.

H.R. 1423 Ms. KAPTUR, Ms. DUNN, Mr.
SCHUMER, Ms. BYRNE, and Mr. CALVERT.

H.R. 1496: Mr. MORAN.

H.R. 1552: Mrs. MALONEY, Mr. BLUTE, and
Mr. CALVERT.

H.R. 1608: Mr. SWIFT, Mr. STUDDS, Mr. DOR-
NAN, Mr. KLUG, Mr. LEACH, Mr. KLECZKA, and
Mr. BAKER of Louisiana.

H.R. 1620: Mr. ROBERTS.

H.R. 163T: Mr. DICKEY and Mr. THORNTON.

H.R. 1886: Mr. GUTIERREZ.

H.R. 1931: Mr. HOLDEN, Mr. SYNAR, Mr.
DOOLEY, and Mr. WILLIAMS.

H.R. 2062: Mr. YOUNG of Alaska.

H.R. 2135: Mr. EVANS, and Mr. TUCKER.

H.R. 2227: Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO and Mr.
GENE GREEN of Texas.

H.R. 2291: Mr. TORKILDSEN,

H.R. 2292: Mr. OLVER and Mr. SANDERS.

H.R. 2415: Mr. DORNAN,

H.R. 2484: Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. COPPER-
SMITH, Mr. JACOBS, Mr. FOGLIETTA, Mr.FARR,
Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota, and Mr, Ro-
MERO-BARCELO.

H.R. 2525: Mr. PAXON, Mr. HINCHEY, Mr.
HERGER, Mr. CRAMER, Mr. SISISKY, and Mr.
SWIFT.

H.R. 2600: Mr. DOOLEY,

H.R. 2606: Mr. GINGRICH.

H.R. 2623: Mr. KASICH, Mr. ANDREWS of New
Jersey, and Mr. PAYNE of Virginia.

H.R. 2646: Mr. GINGRICH.

H.R. 2787: Ms. SLAUGHTER.

H.R. 2788: Mr. BILBRAY.

H.R. 2923: Mr. KLEIN.

H.R. 2927: Mr. POSHARD, Mr. GILMAN, and
Ms. SLAUGHTER.

H.R. 2933: Mr. MANTON and Mr. ANDREWS of
Maine.

H.R. 2936: Ms. BYRNE, Mr. PETE GEREN of
Texas, and Mr. KLUG.

H.R. 2938: Ms. BYRNE, Mr. PETE GEREN of
Texas, and Mr. KLUG.

H.R. 2949: Mr. FILNER, Mr. WHEAT, Mr.
BONIOR, Mr, TOWNS, Mr. SARPALIUS, Mr. VAL-
ENTINE, Mr. BISHOP, Mr. KILDEE, Mr. SCOTT,
Mr. RANGEL, Mr. DELLUMS, Mr. FROST, Mr,

Mr,
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GENE GREEN of Texas, Mr. SANDERS, Mr.
WAXMAN, Mr. JOHNSTON of Florida, Mr.
PARKER, and Ms. FURSE.

H.R. 2959: Mr. MILLER of Florida, Mr.
MCINNIS, and Mr. LINDER.

H.R, 3027: Mr. SMITH of New Jersey.

H.R. 3039: Mr. COxX, Mr. ARMEY, Ms. SNOWE,
Mr. ROYCE, and Mr. OXLEY.

H.R. 3075: Ms. FURSE, Ms. NORTON. Mr.
BLACKWELL, Mr, COYNE, Mr. DELLUMS, Mr.
EpwaArDS of California, Mr. ENGEL, Mr.
Faz1o, Mr. FILNER, Mr. FOGLIETTA, Mr. GIB-
BONS, Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. MILLER of California,
Mr. OLVER, Mr. STARK, and Mr. SWETT.

H.R. 3101: Mr. PORTER.

H.R. 3120: Mr. DORNAN.

H.R. 3121; Mr. KOPETSKI and Mrs. UNSOELD.

H.R. 3138: Mr. MCINNIS and Mr. DELLUMS.

H.R. 3145: Mr. ISTOOK.

H.R. 3146: Mr. SCHIFF.

H.R. 3184: Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO, Mr. HAST-
INGS, Mr, OWENS, Mr, WYNN, Ms. FURSE, and
Mr. HAMBURG.

H.R. 3194: Mr, HINCHEY and Mr. FISH.

H.R. 3195: Mr. MURPHY.

H.R. 3216: Mr. CARR, Mr. FOGLIETTA, Mr.
COPPERSMITH, and Mr, BLACKWELL.

H.R. 3224: Mr. CoX, Mr. CUNNINGHAM, Mr.
DORNAN, Mr. DREIER, Mr, HERGER, Mr. HORN,
Mr. HUFFINGTON, Mr. HUNTER, Mr. MCCAND-
LESS, Mr. PACKARD, Mr. PoMBO, and Mr.
ROYCE.

H.R. 3233: Mr. ROWLAND,

H.R. 3266: Mr. COPPERSMITH, Mr. SCHIFF,
Mr. MINGE, and Mr. DOOLITTLE.

H.R. 3293: Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas, Mr,
GILLMOR, Mr. HUGHES, Mr. CUNNINGHAM, Mr.
TALENT, and Mr. MACHTLEY.
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H.R. 3334: Mr. McCKEON, Mr. SAXTON, Mr,
KiNGSTON, Mr. HERGER, Mr. GRAMS, Mr,
BAKER of Louisiana, and Mr. TORKILDSEN.

H.R. 3363: Mr. CANADY.

H.R. 3365: Mrs. LLOYD, Mr., FOGLIETTA, Ms.

EsHOO, Mr. StTuMP, and Mr. ROMERO-
BARCELO.
H.R. 3367: Mr. HYDE, Mr. ZIMMER, Mr,

RAMSTAD, and Mrs, UNSOELD.

H.R. 3372: Ms. PELOSI, Mr. QUILLEN, Mr.
JEFFERSON, Mr. KREIDLER, Mr, GILMAN, Mr,
BAccHUS of Florida, Mr. RAHALL, Mr. PaAs-
TOR, Mr. REYNOLDS, Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr.
Swirt, Ms. LOWEY, Mr. APPLEGATE, Ms.
WOOLSEY, Mr. TRAFICANT, Mr. FILNER, Mr.
RICHARDSON, Mr. INSLEE, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr.
BURTON of Indlana, Mr. BISHOP, Mr. CONYERS,
Mr. STARK, and Mr, LEVY.

H.R. 3386: Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota, Mrs.
VUCANOVICH, Mr. GOODLATTE, Mr. BLILEY,
Mr. ROBERTS, Mr. MCDADE, and Mr. MINGE.

H.R. 3392: Mr. HALL of Ohio, Mr. FORD of
Tennessee, Mrs. FOWLER, Mr. PICKETT, Mr.
LANCASTER, Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota, Mr.
HANSEN, and Mr. COMBEST.

H.J. Res. 79: Mr. BALLENGER and Mr. HOLD-
EN.

H.J. Res. 90: Mr. BROWDER, Mr. CRAMER,
Mr. BEVILL, Mr. CALLAHAN, Mrs. ROUKEMA,
Mr. HYDE, Mr. WAXMAN, Mr. BILBRAY, Mrs.
UNSOELD, Ms. PELOSI, Mr. SERRANO, Mr. HEF-
NER, Mr. BLILEY, and Mr. LANTOS.

H.J. Res. 103: Mr. MCCLOSKEY and Ms.
SCHENK.

H.J. Res, 113: Mr. PETE GEREN of Texas,
Mr. BREWSTER, Mr. BURTON of Indiana, Mr.
LEWIS of California, Mr. PETRI, Mr. SOLOMON,
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Mr. BALLENGER, Mr. BUNNING, Mr. ROEMER,
and Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota.

H.J. Res. 226: Ms. LAMBERT, Ms. LOWEY,
Ms. MOLINARI, Mr. TUCKER, Mr.MINETA, Mr.
NADLER, and Mr, STENHOLM.

H.J. Res. 274: Mr. LIPINSKI and Mr. ORTIZ.

H. Con. Res. 84: Mrs. UNSOELD and Mr. ACK-
ERMAN,

H. Con. Res. 110: Mr. PETERSON of Florida
and Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota.

H. Con. Res. 138: Mr. MCNULTY, Mr.
KOPETSKI, Mr. SABO, Mr. PETE GEREN of
Texas, and Mr. FISH.

H. Res. 38: Ms. FURSE.

H. Res. 122: Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota and
Mr. CALLAHAN.

H. Res. 144: Mr. COSTELLO.

H. Res. 202: Mr. MONTGOMERY.

H. Res. 225: Mr. BaccHUS of Florida, Mr.
FRANK of Massachusetts, Mr. MILLER of Flor-
ida, Mr. SANTORUM, and Mr. KASICH.

H. Res. 234: Mr. POSHARD, Mr. HUTCHINSON,
Mr. HASTINGS, Mrs. MEEK, Ms. FURSE, Mr.
JOHNSON of South Dakota, Mr. COMBEST, Mr.
KOLBE, Mr. KILDEE, Mr. FAWELL, Mr. HAYES,
Mr. KOPETSKI, Mr. FISH, Mr. DIXON, Mr.
BONILLA, Mr. BLILEY, and Mr. RICHARDSON.

H. Res. 281: Mr. MANZULLO, Mr. OXLEY, Mr.
KiNg, Mr. McCANDLESS, Mr. KiM, Mr. Fa-
WELL, Mr. YouNc of Alaska, Mr. EMERSON,
Mr. HOLDEN, Mr. PETE GEREN of Texas, Mr.
BARCIA of Michigan, Mr. LAZIO, Mr.
GALLEGLY, Mr. BILIRAKIS, Mr. LIGHTFOOT,

Mr. KLUG, Mr. BLUTE, Mr. HANSEN, Mr.
MCKEON, Mr. SHAW, Ms. DUNN, and Mr.
MCDADE.
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